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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For the first timein this nation’s over 230-year history, the federal government has taken an
assessment of the election process used across the land. It has not been perfect, it contains holes and
mistakes—errors that might even be such that conclusions point in the wrong direction, but itisa
start. As aphilosopher once said, “A mile'sjourney begins with the first step.” Let the journey

begin.

Thisisareport by Election Data Services, Inc. of the Election Day Survey for November 2, 2004,
administered by the United States Election Assistance Commission (EAC) as mandated by the 2002
Help America Vote Act of 2002.

The Election Day Survey represents the largest and most comprehensive survey of voting and
election administration practices ever conducted by a U.S. government organi zation. Questions on
the Election Day Survey covered voting statistics on voter registration; total ballots cast by mode of
voting; specific statistics on absentee and provisional voting; votes for federal offices; the number
overvotes and undervotes cast for each federal office; and the number of precinct, polling places, and
poll workers. Questions covered election administration of voting equipment, reported equipment
failures, disability accesses to polling places, and sufficient number of poll workers.

State election administrators in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and four territories—Guam,
Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and the U.S. Virgin Islands were requested to provide responses to
the Election Day Survey. State administrators, in turn, went to the local level (county or township)
and sought the data from the local election administrators. All state election administrators except
American Samoa and Guam participated in the Election Day Survey.

Election Data Services was contracted to compile the responses to the Election Day Survey and
provide analysis. The principal investigator was Kimball W. Brace, president of Election Data
Services. The statistical consultant was Dr. Michael P. McDonald, assistant professor of government
and politics in the Department of Public and International Affairs at George Mason University.
Support personnel included research analysts, database programmers, and administrative assistants,
all employees of Election Data Services.

Administering the Election Day Survey

The Election Day Survey requested voting and el ection administration information from all states
and responses were received from 6,568 local e ection administration jurisdictionsin the United
States and four of itsterritories. Forty-three questions were asked of each of these local election
administration jurisdictions. In total, 282,424 responses to individual question items were received.

Thiswas the first time the Election Day Survey was administered, and asistypical with baseline
surveys, many issues were identified in administering the survey. These issues included:

e State and local election administrators do not share common terminology for
survey items, for example, of what constitutes an absentee ballot or a poll
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worker. Interpretation of the survey items by election administrators resulted
in uneven reporting, sometimes within the same state.

e Some state election administrators altered the method of response—an elec-
tronic spreadsheet—and sent the spreadsheet to local election administrators
to complete. Some survey questions were altered by central election adminis-
trators, which caused further uneven reporting among states. Some states
transmitted local administrators responses without recompiling the responses
into the format requested by the EAC, requiring additional effort by Election
Data Services to compile Election Day Survey responses.

e Election Data Services identified many data-entry errors. In some cases, par-
ticularly those that were major outliers, we identified the error, asked the
primary reporting source for clarification, and made a correction. However,
we did not have the resources to validate all quarter-of-a-million-plusindivid-
ual items on the survey and we are certain that many errors remain.

e Election administrators were not given enough lead time to anticipate the
compilation of statistics for their responses to the Election Day Survey, which
resulted in some information being lost before it could be collected.

Despite the problems in administering the Election Day Survey, we believe that reliable information
was obtained for many of the questions and that our analysis illuminates some of the successes and
challenges to election administration in the United States. However, we caution that our findings are
only valid to reporting jurisdictions—we cannot make any inferences for unreported jurisdictions—
and that the reliability of some responses reduces the overall validity of our analysis.

Furthermore, we strongly recommend that consumers of the raw data accompanying this report be
cautious when identifying problematic cases. Too often, we found a ssmple data-entry error or a
unique method of reporting data were responsible for the outlier cases that we observed.

We make three main recommendations to the EAC to improve future data collection efforts:

e Election Data Services recommends that the EAC hold two symposiums, first,
of state election administrators, and, second, of alarger pool of consumers of
election datain order to produce accurate and consistent definitions of elec-
tion administration statistics. A set of common definitions will increase the
reliability of future data collection. We recommend that the symposiums be
held in the near future to allow election administrators time to implement any
new procedures that they may need to conform to the new definitions.

e Election Data Services recommends that the next Election Day Survey be
conducted by a method that provides interactive quality assurance checks.
Such a system might be Web-based or through a spreadsheet. Validating re-
sponses at the time of data entry will greatly reduce the number of data-entry
errors.
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e Election Data Services recommends that the EAC expand its clearinghouse
role to include the ongoing funding and collection of precinct-based registra-
tion, turnout, election returns, precinct maps, polling place information,
sample ballots, manuals, and other election administration itemsto assist in
the analysis of the voting processin this country.

Further, and more detailed, recommendations are included in the recommendation chapter of this
study and readers are encouraged to review that section.

General Findings
We categorize and discuss the Election Day Survey itemsin 12 aress:

1. Voter registration: counts of active and inactive voter registration
2. Tota ballots counted: overall statistics on total ballots cast

3. Turnout Source: total ballots counted by mode of voting, cast in polling place,
absentee, early, and provisional

4. Absentee ballots: number of absentee ballots requested, returned, counted, and
not counted

Provisional ballots: ballots cast and ballots counted

Drop-off: the difference between total ballots counted and the ballots with a
vote recorded for afederal office, for president, Senate, and U.S. House

7. Overvotes and undervotes: the number of overvotes (a ballot with more than
one recorded vote for a candidate for an office) and the number of undervotes
(aballot with no recorded vote for a candidate for an office, for president,
Senate, and U.S. House)

8. Voting equipment usage by election jurisdictions

9. Voting machine statistics: within election jurisdictions, the total number and
number per precinct and polling place, and location of counting of ballots
within polling place or central counting

10. Poll workers: number of poll workers and the number of jurisdictions report-
ing inadequate number of poll workers

11. Polling places: relationship between polling places and precincts
12. Disability: access by wheelchair, visually impaired, and physically disabled

Voter Registration

On voter registration, 6,512 of the 6,568 jurisdictions reported a total voter registration of
177,265,030. Of these, 4,879 jurisdictions reported active voter registration of 165,877,539, and
3,049 jurisdictions reported inactive registration of 21,695,013. Active and inactive voter registration
does not sum to total registration because half of the states include and the other half exclude
inactive registration in their total registration statistics.
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For jurisdictions responding to the survey, the reported total voter registration constituted 79.5
percent of the voting age population (all persons age 18 and older residing in the United States;
VAP) or 86.0 percent of citizen voting age population (CVAP).

Among jurisdictions reporting total voter registration, those with higher education, higher income,
Election Day registration, more rural and small-town in nature, and those found in battleground
states tended to have higher rates of registration.

Among jurisdictions reporting inactive voter registration, those that had the largest populations,
jurisdictions with lower education, those covered by Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act,
predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions, and those jurisdictions without statewide voter registration
databases al had higher rates of inactive voters than other jurisdictions.

Total Ballots Counted

For ballots counted, 6,488 of 6,568 jurisdictions reported total ballots counted of 121,862,353. For
reporting jurisdictions, this constituted 70.4 percent of voter registration, 55.8 percent of VAP, and
60.7 percent of the CVAP. However, anumber of states and localities, almost one-sixth of the
nation, still only report the votes cast for the highest office on the ballot as their total turnout, not the
actual number of persons who participated in the election.

Total number of ballots cast as a percentage of CVAP was higher in jurisdictions with higher
education, higher income, predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions, those suburban in
nature, jurisdictions not covered by Section 5 or Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act, those with
Election Day registration, those without early voting, and those jurisdictions in battleground states.

Turnout Source

Of the jurisdictions that reported the mode of voting, 73.5 percent of total ballots cast were reported
to have been cast in a polling place on Election Day, 13.3 percent were reported to have been cast as
an absentee ballot, 23.5 percent were reported to have been cast as an early vote, 1.2 percent were
reported to have been cast as a provisional ballot, and the remaining 23.1 percent were cast in an
unknown manner. We note that Kansas and Texas report all votes cast prior to Election Day asan
early vote. Washington reported that 68.7 percent of its vote was absentee, while Texas reported that
47.7 percent of its vote was cast early. There was some duplication of counting, especially where
absentee ballots are counted on Election Day.

Absentee Ballots
Of those reporting jurisdictions, 16,870,660 absentee ballots were requested, 14,851,332 were
returned (88.7 percent), and nearly all, or 14,740,215 (96.9 percent), were counted.

Generally, those jurisdictions with fewer absentee ballots requested as a percentage of voter
registration had a higher rate of return. Thiswas true in jurisdictions with “no excuse” absentee
voting and those permitting early voting. We specul ate that the lower return rate is related to more
difficult request criteriathat deter less committed absentee voters from requesting a ballot.

Jurisdictions with statewide voter registration databases reported similar request rates but a higher
return rate, suggesting that better administration of registration roles improved the processing of
absentee ballots.
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Higher levels of absentee balloting and lower rates of return were found in higher education and
income jurisdictions and in larger population, urban areas. We also noted this pattern in Section 203
covered jurisdictions, but we found that predominantly Hispanic and predominantly non-Hispanic
Native American jurisdictions reported both lower rates of absentee ballot request and absentee
ballot return. The most common reason for absentee ballots to be rejected was that there was no
voter signature.

Provisional Ballots

For those reporting jurisdictions, 1,901,591 provisiona ballots were reported to have been cast. Of
those, 1,225,915 were reported counted (or 64.5 percent). Provisional ballots were used by 2.56
percent of the persons casting ballots on Election Day, which al'so amounted to 1.25 percent of all
registered voters for the election. The states of Washington and Alaska had the highest rates of
provisional ballots cast, both over 10 percent of the ballots cast in the precincts.

Jurisdictions that allowed provisional ballots to be cast jurisdiction-wide had higher rates of
provisional ballots cast, as a percentage of total voter registration, and provisional ballots counted.
Jurisdictions with a statewide voter registration database reported fewer provisional ballots cast,
though a similar rate of acceptance.

Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported a much higher rate of casting provisional ballots. Over
one million provisional ballots, more than half of all provisional ballots cast, were cast in these
jurisdictions even though they constituted an eighth of jurisdictions reporting provisional ballots.
The much higher rate of casting provisional ballots was not offset by the higher rate of counting
provisional ballotsin these jurisdictions.

Related, predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported the highest rate of casting provisional ballots,
followed by predominantly non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions. Higher incidences of
casting provisional ballots were found in urban and high population density areas, but these
jurisdictions also had higher rates of counting provisional ballots. Rates of counting provisional
ballots also tended to increase with the income and education level within ajurisdiction. The most
common reason for rejecting provisional ballots was that the voter was not registered.

Drop-Off

For reporting jurisdictions, drop-off for the presidential election was reported at 1,160,985 or 1.02
percent of ballots cast for president. Drop-off for the Senate el ections was reported at 5,676,784 or
6.86 percent of ballots cast for Senate. Drop-off for the U.S. House races was reported at 11,669,373
or 12.04 percent of the ballots cast for U.S. House.

Drop-off is most associated with competition. With a high degree of competition, drop-off in the
2004 presidential election was the lowest in a post-World War 11 presidential election. Among the
Senate elections, drop-off was lowest in the most highly contested elections. Among the U.S. House
elections, direct measures of competition were not asked on the Election Day Survey, however,
electionsin Section 5 and Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported higher rates of drop-off, which
is consistent with these jurisdictions tending to be heavily Democratic and have relatively
uncontested U.S. House elections.

Among types of voting equipment, paper and punch card jurisdictions report about twice the
presidential drop-off than other jurisdictions, while lever machines had the lowest drop-off rate.
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Higher levels of drop-off in presidential, Senate, and U.S. House elections were related to lower
levels of education and income.

Overvotes and Undervotes

For reporting jurisdictions, in the presidential election 133,289 overvotes or 0.23 percent of total
ballots cast for president were reported; 863,872 undervotes or 0.91 percent of total presidential
ballots cast for president were reported. In the Senate elections, 49,100 overvotes or 0.11 percent of
total ballots cast for Senate were reported; 2,488,016 undervotes or 3.80 percent of total ballots cast
for Senate were reported. In the U.S. House elections, 56,173 overvotes or 0.12 percent of total
ballots cast for U.S. House were reported; 5,077,325 undervotes or 6.27 percent of total ballots cast
for U.S. House were reported.

The overall pattern of overvotes and undervotes underscores conventional wisdom that overvotes are
atrue error by voters while the majority of undervotes tend to be true abstention from the election in
guestion. The percentage of overvotes across federal electionsis small and within asimilar range,
while undervotes tend to increase with less competition in the election and the “lack of importance”
of the office in the minds of most voters.

Still, we find variation in overvotes and undervotes. Perhaps of most interest is rates of overvoting
and undervoting in relation to the type of voting equipment. Jurisdictions using punch card and paper
voting systems reported the highest overvotes as a percentage of total ballots cast. Jurisdictions using
electronic systems reported a low percentage of undervotes, but jurisdictions using lever systems
also reported alow rate, as did jurisdictions using multiple systems. Optical scan jurisdictions tended
to fall in the middle.

Jurisdictions with the lowest income and education levels tended to report the highest percentage of
overvotes and undervotes. Rural and small voting age population size jurisdictions tended to report
the highest percentage of overvotes, usually followed by urban or the largest population
jurisdictions. Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions tended to report the highest percentage of
overvotes, and a generally high percentage of undervotes for all offices.

Voting Equipment Usage

About 14 percent of the jurisdictions failed to report what kind of voting equipment was in use for
the 2004 general election. For those that did, more than one quarter of the nation’s election
jurisdictions used paper ballots, but because of their small size, only 1.8 percent of the registered
voters voted in this manner. Nearly 40 percent of the nation’s registered voters used optical scan
systemsin 2004, and 25 percent used electronic systems. Another 12 percent utilized lever machines
and nine percent were still voting with punch cards.

Thirteen states and territories had uniform voting equipment in use. Optical scan systems are used
statewide in Alaska, Arizona, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Rhode Island. Electronic systems cover the
states of Delaware, Georgia, Maryland, and Nevada, while lever machines are uniformly used in
New York. The District of Columbia and Hawaii have mixed systemsin place jurisdiction-wide.

Voting Machines
Only 20 states provided information on the number of actual machinesin use for voting. Only one-
third of the punch card jurisdictions provided any data on number of units, and much of that data
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was probably incorrectly reported anyway. Fewer than half of the optical scan, lever, and electronic
system jurisdictions reported the number of units used.

With those limitations in mind, we have calculated that electronic system jurisdictions average three
devices per precinct and slightly over five devices per polling place. The highest ratio of machines
per location occurred in the state of Maryland, where between nine and 10 devices were used.

Due to the high cost of lever machines, they average only 1.5 machines per precinct and slightly
over three machines per polling place. The maximum number per precinct and polling place
occurred in North Carolina and Wyoming, with slightly more than three per precinct and six per
polling place.

Of the data reported, 90 percent of the punch card jurisdictions in this country utilize a central-count
tallying process. On the other hand 61 percent of optical scan jurisdictions use a precinct-based
tallying process.

Poll Workers

For reporting jurisdictions, there were at least 845,962 poll workers that worked at polling places on
Election Day, which constituted almost one in 200 of the CVAP. There were an average of 5.7 poll
workers per precinct and 7.9 per polling place. However, we noted that some jurisdictions use shifts
of poll workers while others require poll workersto work the entire Election Day.

Jurisdictions reported that 5,252 polling places or precincts were inadequately staffed on Election
Day, or 5.8 percent of polling places. Inadequate staffing was reportedly concentrated in four states:
Louisiana (64.7 percent of polling places inadequately staffed), Hawaii (44.3 percent), Delaware
(28.3 percent), and Illinois (18.4 percent). Most other states reported 7.5 percent or fewer polling
places with inadequate staffing. Patterns of inadequate staffing were greatly confounded by the
concentration of inadequate staffing numbers in these four states, particularly in the larger states of
Illinois and Louisiana.

Jurisdictions with higher levels of income and education reported a higher average number of poll
workers per polling place or precinct and reported lower rates of staffing problems per precinct.
Staffing problems appeared to be particularly acute for jurisdictions in the lowest income and
education categories.

Small, rural jurisdictions and large urban jurisdictions tended to report higher rates of inadequate
numbers of poll workers within polling places or precincts.

Predominantly non-Hispanic Black jurisdictions reported a greater percentage of polling places or
precincts with an inadequate number of poll workers. Predominantly non-Hispanic Native American
jurisdictions reported the second-highest percentage of staffing problems. This appearsto be related
to similar higher reports on inadequate numbers of poll workers for Section 5 covered jurisdictions,
though at least some of the observed relationships are attributable to Louisiana.

Jurisdictions that anticipated Election Day needs reported higher averages of staffing of polling
places or precincts and fewer instances of not being able to adequately staff polling places or
precincts. For example, jurisdictionsin battleground states reported fewer polling places and
precincts with inadequate staffing, as did jurisdictions that allow Election Day registration.
Jurisdictions with “no excuse” absentee balloting and those with early voting reported lower rates of
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problems staffing polling places or precincts, perhaps because these alternative modes of voting
reduced the Election Day burden for these jurisdictions.

Polling Places
For reporting jurisdictions, there were at least 174,252 precincts and 113,754 polling places, for an
average ratio of 1.45:1 polling places to precincts.

There are fewer polling places than precincts due to the administrative practice of consolidating
multiple precincts into one polling place. In urban areas precinct consolidation is easier, and perhaps
necessary, due to limited availability of suitable locations for polling placesin dense population
areas. We found higher reported ratios of precincts to polling places in urban areas, and by a
consequence, in states and regions with larger urban populations. Other tabulations associated with
urban/rural character, such as vote for presidential winner, report similar relationships.

Income and education of ajurisdiction are also related, with higher reported ratios of precincts to
polling places at higher levels of education and income.

For some states, pressures are relieved in Election Day polling places through other methods of
voting. Oregon, which conducts its election entirely by mail, has the need for one polling place per
county. States with Election Day registration also consolidate fewer precincts than those without,
perhaps to aid in the processing of voters at the polls on Election Day.

Excluding Oregon, the strongest reported relationship between average voter registration per polling
place is found among the population size of the jurisdiction. Jurisdictions of smaller size report a
smaller number of registered voters per polling place. This size of the jurisdiction was related to
other tabulations, such as the urban/rural character of the jurisdiction, the region the jurisdiction is
located in, the type of equipment used, and the presidential winner of the jurisdiction.

There is also arelationship between income and education, with lower reported average voter
registration per jurisdiction for lower levels of income and education. Thereis also arelationship
between service demands and average registration per polling place, as those jurisdictions with
Election Day registration have less registration per polling place than other jurisdictions and those
with early voting report higher average registration per polling place.

Disability

The most significant issue in this chapter is the overall lack of data. Only 26 of the 55 states and
territories provided information on disability in response to question 21. While a greater number of
polling places were reported to be wheelchair accessible (question 21a), the much smaller numbers
of polling places reported to be available to the visually impaired (question 21b) or physically
disabled (question 21¢) may have resulted from how the survey questions were worded. Some states
reported that they interpreted the last two questions as seeking information on the voting equipment
in use and its accessibility, rather than the physical configuration of the polling place.

Overall, 94.0 percent of the polling places and 70.9 percent of the precinctsin this nation were
reported to be wheelchair accessible. However, this information reflects data from only half of the
nation’s election jurisdictions. Fewer than a quarter of the precincts and only 30 percent of the
polling places were reported by the states as being locations where a visually impaired voter could
cast aballot in private. Part of the reason thisinformation is so low is that a number of states
reported actual zeros in the data cells, rather than leaving them blank. If one eliminates the zeros
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from being part of the calculation, then the percentage rises to 68 percent for the visually impaired
data. A physically disabled voter could cast a ballot on an accessible voting system in only about
half the precincts and slightly more than 73 percent of the polling places.

Common Patterns
Across the analysis of separate sections of the Election Day Survey, consistent patterns emerge:

e Jurisdictions with low education and income, compared with other jurisdic-
tions, tend to report more inactive voter registration, lower voter turnout,
higher number of provisional ballots cast, higher drop-off and associated
components of overvotes and undervotes, lower average number of poll work-
ers per polling place, and greater percentage of inadequately staffed polling
places. While these patterns present a challenge to election administrators,
they are consistent with alarge body of academic literature that equates higher
levels of civic participation to higher levels of education and income. Thus,
these findings give us confidence in the overall validity of the responses pro-
vided to the EAC on the Election Day Survey and in other patterns we
observe.

e Jurisdictionsin states with statewide voter registration databases tend to report
lessinactive voter registration, higher return rates of absentee ballots, and
fewer provisional ballots cast. This suggests that better administration of reg-
istration rolls can improve the administration of elections, and perhaps reduce
costs by reducing the number of absentee ballots sent to wrong addresses and
the number of provisional ballots processed.

e Jurisdictions covered by the Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act tended to
report more inactive voter registration, lower voter turnout, fewer returned ab-
sentee ballots, and much greater numbers of provisional ballots cast. These
patterns were often similar to those found among predominantly Hispanic and
predominantly non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions. These findings
appear to be consistent with voters within these jurisdictions having difficulty
in navigating the electoral processin alanguage that is not their native tongue.
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PART 1
INTRODUCTION

Under the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA), the U.S. Election Assistance Commission
(EAC) developed and distributed three surveys to state election directors to obtain baseline election
administration data for identifying and prioritizing issues that affect voter enfranchisement and
participation in the electoral process. The three surveys are the National Voter Registration Act
(NVRA), Election Day, and Military and Overseas Absentee Ballot surveys.

This is a report of the Election Day Survey, which is the largest and most comprehensive survey of
voting and election administration practices ever conducted by a U.S. governmental organization.
The survey was an attempt to create a complete enumeration of voting statistics and election
practices in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and four territories—Guam, Puerto Rico,
American Samoa, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

State respondents to the survey have reported that 121,862,329 of 177,265,030 registered voters
participated in the 2004 general election. This is the highest number of persons to have voted in an
election in the United States and an increase of over 14 million voters from the 2000 general
election. As a percentage of the citizen voting age population (CVAP) the turnout rate in the 2004
election was 60.7 percent, which increased from 55 percent for the 2000 election and was the highest
percentage of turnout since the 1968 election.
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Survey Design and Development

Development Timeline

In July 2004, the EAC asked Election Data Services Inc. to compile a comprehensive list of data
elements for a proposed election administration database. The list of recommended data items
included voter registration and voter turnout statistics, election returns for federal offices,
information on voting systems and system manufacturers, and organizational information for state
and local election jurisdictions. In August 2004, Election Data Services was contracted by the EAC
to conduct a telephone survey to determine which data elements state election directors were
planning to collect from the November 2004 general election. Results of the telephone survey were
presented to the EAC in September.

EAC staff then proceeded with the design of the Election Day Survey, which was distributed to state
election directors and secretaries of state on October 25, 2004. The survey was distributed in an
electronic format with a request for a response by January 1, 2005. On January 10, 2005, the EAC
published a request for proposal for assistance with the analysis and interpretation of the three
HAVA surveys, including the Election Day Survey. A contract for survey analysis support was
issued on February 15 to Election Data Services Inc., the successful bidder. Work covered by the
contract included the tabulation of survey responses, cleanup and clarification of the survey data,
analysis and interpretation of survey results, development of recommendations on future data
collection, and compilation of the survey results and recommendations in a report to the EAC.

The project team providing survey analysis support to the EAC was composed of a principal
investigator, a statistical consultant, and support personnel. The principal investigator was Kimball
W. Brace, president of Election Data Services, Inc. The statistical consultant was Dr. Michael P.
McDonald, an assistant professor of government and politics in the Department of Public and
International Affairs at George Mason University. Support personal included research analysts,
database programmers, and administrative assistants, all employees of Election Data Services.

Survey Questions

The Election Day Survey consisted of 24 questions on five major topics: voter registration, election
results, voting equipment, poll workers, and voting jurisdictions. The survey questions were as
follows:
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Election Day Survey Questions
Voter Registration
1. Number of active registered voters (1a), and inactive registered voters (1b).

Election Results
2. Number of ballots counted statewide (2a), and by local jurisdiction (2b).

3. Number of ballots cast at polling places on Election Day statewide (3a), and by local
jurisdiction (3b).

4. Number of absentee ballots requested statewide (4a), and by local jurisdiction (4b).
5. Number of absentee ballots returned statewide (5a), and by local jurisdiction (5b).

6. Number of absentee ballots counted statewide (6a), and by local jurisdiction (6b);
number of absentee ballots not counted (6¢); and five most common reasons for
rejecting absentee ballots (6d).

7.  Whether the state conducts early voting (7a); and number of early ballots counted
statewide (7b), and by local jurisdiction (7c).

8.  Number of provisional ballots cast statewide (8a), and by local jurisdiction (8b).

9. Number of provisional ballots counted statewide (9a), and by local jurisdiction (9b);
and five most common reasons for rejecting provisional ballots (9c).

10. Number of undervotes in each federal contest, by local jurisdiction.
11. Number of overvotes in each federal contest, by local jurisdiction.
12. Number of votes cast for all candidates in each federal contest, by local jurisdiction.

Voting Equipment
13. Type and manufacturer of voting systems in use; number of units for each system;
software versions, if applicable; and whether used previously in a federal election, by
local jurisdiction.

14.  Where any of the following voting machine malfunctions occurred, by local
jurisdictions and precinct, and whether the affected machines were returned to service:
(14a) power failure, (14b) broken counter, (14c) computer failure, (14d) printer failure,
(14e) screen failure, (14f) fatal damage to machine, (14g) modem failure, (14h) scanner
failure, (141) ballot encoder or activator failure, (14j) audio ballot failure, and (14k)
other malfunctions.

Poll Workers
15. Number of poll workers statewide (15a), and by local jurisdiction (15b).

16. Required number of poll workers per precinct or polling place, by law or regulation.

17a. Number of precincts or polling places in each local jurisdiction that did not have the
required number of poll workers.

17b. Number of additional poll workers that would have been needed to meet the
requirement in question 16 for each precinct that had a deficit of poll workers.
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Election Day Survey Questions (cont.)

Voting Jurisdictions
18. What constitutes a local election jurisdiction—e.g., county, township, or city?

19. Number of precincts, by local jurisdiction.
20. Number of polling places, by local jurisdiction.
21a. Number of polling places in each local jurisdiction that are wheelchair accessible.

21b. Number of polling places in each local jurisdiction where visually impaired voters can
cast a private ballot.

21c. Number of polling places that have an accessible voting system for physically disabled
voters.

Sources of Information
22.  Number of local election jurisdictions providing information for the survey.

23. Contact information for officials of local election jurisdictions.

24. Other sources of information for the survey.

Applicability

The survey covered 6,568 local election jurisdictions in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and
the four territories. The 24 survey questions were not applicable to all respondents. For example,
North Dakota does not have voter registration. Six states with Election Day registration are exempt
from provisional balloting. Questions on voting equipment would not be applicable to jurisdictions
that use hand-counted paper ballots.

Survey Response

Election Jurisdictions

Although the Election Day Survey was distributed to 55 state election directors (including four
territories and the District of Columbia), the state directors were charged with gathering information
from large numbers of local election jurisdictions to complete the survey. Texas has 254 counties,
and Wisconsin has some 1,910 municipalities that conduct elections. The 6,568 election jurisdictions
represented in the EAC survey database include 3,090 counties and county equivalents, and 3,460
cities and towns in Wisconsin and the six New England states. Some 1,500 municipalities in
Michigan and 2,600 municipalities in Minnesota also conduct elections; however, only county-level
information was obtained from Michigan and Minnesota for the survey.
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Number of Local Election Jurisdictions

Alabama 67 Nevada 17
Alaska 1 New Hampshire 242
Arizona 15 New Jersey 21
Arkansas 75 New Mexico 33
California 58 New York 58
Colorado 64 North Carolina 100
Connecticut 169 North Dakota 53
Delaware 3 Ohio 88
District of Columbia 1 Oklahoma 77
Florida 67 Oregon 36
Georgia 159 Pennsylvania 67
Hawaii 5 Rhode Island 39
Idaho 44 South Carolina 46
Illinois 110 South Dakota 66
Indiana 92 Tennessee 95
Iowa 99 Texas 254
Kansas 105 Utah 29
Kentucky 120 Vermont 246
Louisiana 64 Virginia 134
Maine 517 Washington 39
Maryland 24 West Virginia 55
Massachusetts 351 Wisconsin 1,910
Michigan 83 Wyoming 23
Minnesota 87 American Samoa 1
Mississippi 82 Guam 1
Missouri 116 Puerto Rico 110
Montana 56 Virgin Islands 1
Nebraska 93 Total 6,568
Coverage

At the time the contract for survey analysis support was issued in mid-February, the EAC had
received responses to the Election Day Survey from 48 states and territories. By March 17, most
state responses had been received. The last state responses were added to the database on March 31
(Rhode Island) and April 13 (Michigan). As of April 15, there were two nonrespondents to the
Election Day Survey: Guam and American Samoa.

Supplemental data was added to the database up to July 15, 2005. This included corrected data from
a follow-up review of survey data that was conducted during the second week of July. On July 8,
2005, a spreadsheet containing data tabulated for local election jurisdictions was sent to each state
election director. The state directors were asked to review the spreadsheets, provide missing data,
correct data entries, if necessary, and return the spreadsheets by July 15, 2005. Responses to the
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survey follow-up review were received from 26 states. As of September 1, Guam and American
Samoa were still nonrespondents to the Election Day Survey.

Even with the follow-up review, many responses to the Election Day Survey are incomplete. In
some cases, responses are missing one or more local election jurisdictions. In other cases, a response
is missing for certain questions—for example, question 14 on voting equipment malfunctions. On
March 15, the original cutoff date for data tabulation, overall completeness rates for original state
responses varied from 91.5 percent complete to less than 20 percent, as shown below:

No. States

Survey Completeness Rates by Mar. 15
Over 80 percent complete 5

60 to 80 percent complete 23

40 to 60 percent complete 16

20 to 40 percent complete 6
Less than 20 percent complete 2
No response* 3

*As of March 15, only statewide data had been received for the state of Rhode Island. Data for local election
jurisdictions in Rhode Island was added to the survey database on March 31.

Many states provided supplemental data in response to requests for missing data or clarifications of
problem data. Some data had not been reported consistently. For example, two-thirds of the nation’s
jurisdictions provided responses to questions on active registrations, but for inactive registration, less
than half reported data. By comparing survey responses with reported registration data, Election
Data Services determined that 20 states combined active and inactive registrations in their counts of
overall registrations in the state. Twenty-six states reported only active registration. In four states,
the determination of whether to report active and inactive voters in voter registration totals is at the
discretion of individual local jurisdictions. Responses to other election data on the number of ballots
cast by mode of voting, absentee ballots, provisional voting, and the number of undervotes by
federal office were often incomplete.

The following table summarizes the coverage of state responses to selected questions on the survey
as of July 15, 2005. This summary includes supplemental data provided by state election directors as
a result of the state follow-up review.

Number of Reponses Coverage Rate

Individual Survey Questions (Jurisdictions) (Percent)
la. Active registration 4,878 74.3

1b. Inactive registration 3,049 46.4

2a. Ballots counted 6,487 98.8

3a. Ballots cast on Election Day 3,849 58.6
4a. Absentee ballots requested 4,735 72.1
5a. Absentee ballots returned 4,828 73.5
6a. Absentee ballots counted 4,902 74.6

6¢. Absentee ballots not counted 1,741 26.5

7b. Early ballots counted 1,306 71.8
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Coverage Rate
Individual Survey Questions (Percent)
8a. Provisional ballots cast 3,010 45.8
9a. Provisional ballots counted 2,483 37.8
12a. Votes cast for President 6,289 95.8
10a. Presidential undervotes 4,427 67.4
11a. Presidential overvotes 1,243 18.9
12b. Votes cast for U.S. Senator 4,377 96.7
10b. Senate undervotes 3,537 78.1
11b. Senate overvotes 784 17.3
12¢. Votes cast for U.S. Representative 6,031 93.4
10c. Congressional undervotes 4,493 69.6
11c. Congressional overvotes 988 15.0
13. Type of voting equipment n/a* n/a*
14. Voting equipment malfunctions n/a* n/a*
15a. Number of poll workers 4,639 70.6
16. Required number of poll workers per precinct 1,983 30.2
17a. Precincts with fewer poll workers than required 2,289 349
19. Number of precincts 5,395 82.1
20. Number of polling places 5,180 78.9
21a. Wheelchair-accessible polling places 3,569 543
21b. Polling places where visually impaired cast private ballots 537 8.2
21c. Polling places with accessible voting systems 1,206 18.4

*Coverage rates could not be calculated for questions on voting equipment because many jurisdictions
provided data for more than one type of voting equipment.

From conversations with state election directors and an examination of survey responses, Election
Data Services determined that some state election directors sent the survey or selected questions
from the survey directly to local jurisdictions, while others rewrote the questions on a new version of
the survey that was distributed to local election jurisdictions.

In several instances, election directors noted in their responses that local election officials had not
carefully read or fully understood certain questions on the Election Day Survey. For example, some
responses to question 3b, “ballots cast on Election Day,” were identical to question 2b, “total number
of ballots counted,” and did not exclude absentee ballot totals. Some local officials may have
interpreted “ballots cast” (question 3b) as individual pages of a multipage ballot; therefore, five
voters casting a three-page ballot would have been interpreted as 15 ballots cast, rather than five
ballots cast.

There are data quality issues, cases of missing data, and, inevitably, data entry errors. Some data
entry and reporting errors were detected by data integrity reports that identified rates in excess of
100 percent—for example, more ballots counted than registered voters, more ballots counted than
ballots cast, more absentee ballots returned than absentee ballots requested, or more provisional
ballots counted than provisional ballots cast. Other errors were detected by reports that compiled the
highest and lowest 15 counties for each data category or reports that compared the survey responses
with other data sources, such as certified election data published on the Web or surveys on similar
topics conducted by other election organizations, such as electionline.org and the National
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Association of Secretaries of State. Still other errors were corrected through telephone calls for data
clarifications—e.g., extra digits (123 ballots cast, instead of 1,023 ballots) or transpositions (113
provisional ballots counted, instead of 131 ballots).

Some states were asked to provide corrected data when, for example, (1) the number of absentee
ballots returned was higher than the number of ballots requested (more than 100 jurisdictions), (2)
the number of absentee ballots counted was higher than the number of ballots returned (more than
140 jurisdictions), or (3) the number of provisional ballots counted was higher than the number of
ballots cast (15 jurisdictions). Election Data Services has attempted to locate and correct errors in
larger magnitude, but we are certain that smaller errors exist in the data. It is hoped that these small
errors will not undermine the results of the analysis that we report, and that these errors are
minimized when data is aggregated to the county level. Some problems remain with the data because
requests for data corrections have not yet been received.

Note: Because of the data quality issues, it isimportant to check the primary data sources (i.e.,
original survey responses) if certain itemsin thisreport seem questionable. Data errorswere
discovered and corrected throughout the analysis and report-writing phases of this project,
right up to the date of the final report.

Data Tabulation

The electronic format that the EAC chose for the Election Day Survey was a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet. While most states used the Excel format for their responses, there were considerable
variations among the states in the presentation of data presented on the Excel spreadsheets. For
example, while most states reported election jurisdiction data in rows and survey questions in
columns, a few states used the opposite format—i.e., rows for questions, and columns for
jurisdictions. In some instances, particularly on voting equipment, individual data cells contained
responses to two or more questions—e.g., equipment manufacturer and equipment name or type and
software version. Some survey responses or supplements to survey responses were provided in
Microsoft Word documents or .csv, .pdf, or html files (i.e., comma delimited text, Portable
Document Format, or Hypertext Markup Language Web documents).

To tabulate the survey, Election Data Services standardized the survey responses in new Microsoft
Excel import files for addition to a special SQL (Structured Query Language) relational database that
was created for the project. The special EAC database for the Election Day Survey has 6,568 records
(one record for each local election jurisdiction) and 70 columns of data. Data integrity and quality
assurance reports to assess jurisdictional coverage and data quality issues were produced from this
database as well as 14 tables that present the survey results and form the basis for this report.

Each of the 14 tables has a separate chapter in this report. The tables are entitled as follows:

Table 1. Population Estimates Table 8. Overvotes and Undervotes

Table 2. Voter Registration Table 9. Voting Equipment Usage

Table 3. Ballots Counted Table 10. Voting Machines

Table 4. Turnout Source Table 11. Voting Equipment Malfunctions
Table 5. Absentee Ballots Table 12. Poll Workers

Table 6. Provisional Ballots Table 13. Polling Places

Table 7. Drop-Off Table 14. Disability



Election Data Services, Inc.
2004 Election Day Survey Report, Part 1
Introduction, page 9 September 27, 2005

Data Measurement

Four basic methodologies were used to analyze the results of the Election Day Survey. They are (1)
data entry and tabulation checks to provide complete and consistent nationwide coverage; (2)
calculation of rates and ratios to provide meaningful comparisons among states and counties; (3)
cross-tabulation and correlation by different criteria—e.g., type of voting equipment used—to reveal
patterns between two variables; and (4) regression analysis to provide a statistically rigorous analysis
of patterns revealed through cross-tabulation and correlation.

Table Format

The 14 tables present statewide summaries of the survey results. The questions are in columns and
state responses to the survey questions are in rows. Next to each column containing a response to a
survey question or a calculation representing responses to two or more questions is a column labeled
“Cases.” The Cases column provides information on the number of jurisdictions that are represented
by the survey response or calculation. For example, in the following illustration from Table 2, state
responses to question la of the Election Day Survey on the number of active registered voters are in
column 6, “Active Registration.” In column 7, “Cases” shows the number of local election
jurisdictions covered by the state’s response to survey question la.

Column 8, “Percent Active Registration” lists the number of active registered voters in column 6,
divided by “Reported Total Registration” in column 4. “Cases” in column 9 shows the number of
local jurisdictions that responded to question la on active registered voters (col. 6) and the number
of jurisdictions covered by the calculation of total registered voters in column 4.

EAC Election Day Survey
Registration 2004 General Election

Reported Percent Percent|
State State Total Active Active Inactive Inactive
Code Name Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases Registration| cases|Registration| Cases| Registration| cases|Registration

01 Alabama 67 2,597,629 67 2,597,629 &7 100.0 67 245,356 63 10,4
0z Alaska 1 472,160 1 472,160 1 100.0 1

04 Arizona 15 2,642,120 15 2,642,120 15 100.0 15 253,833 15 9.6
05 Arkansas 75 1,689,934 75 1,495,645 75 28.0 75 204,289 74 121
[1]:] California 58 16,646,558 k8 16,646,555 ] 100.0 kg 6,811,719 L0 41.8
[1}] Colorado 64 3,101,956 64 2,405,306 55 77 6 596,650 64 22.8
[1le] Connecticut 169 1,821,567 168 1,831,567 169 100.0 169 110,062 168 6.0
10 Delaware 3 553,017 3 532,336 3 5,1 3 21,581 2 4.8
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Moving down the table and following the 55 state responses is a series of calculations showing the
nationwide totals, with maximum, minimum, and average counts for each variable. These
calculations are followed by a series of cross-tabulations for interpreting the survey data. The cross-
tabulations are the same for each table and cover the following three categories: (1) election
administration factors, (2) geographic and demographic factors, and (3) political factors:

Election Administration Geo/Demographic Palitical

Type of Voting Equipment Regions Battleground States

Changed Voting Equipment Urban to Rural Presidential Margin
since 2000 of Victory

Statewide Voter Registration Size of Jurisdiction Red versus Blue
Database Jurisdictions

Election Day Registration Race and Ethnicity

Provisional Ballot Acceptance Median Income

No-Excuse Absentee Balloting High School Education

Early Voting

Sec. 203 Language Minority
Requirements

Sec. 5 Preclearance of Voting
Procedures

Cross Tabulations
The following is a description of the cross-tabulation factors for interpreting the survey results.

Type of Voting Equipment

Cross-tabulations by voting equipment are for five generic equipment types: (1) paper, (2) lever, (3)
electronic, (4) punch card, and (5) optical scan. Paper refers to the Australian or “mark choice”
ballot, on which voters choose candidates or responses to ballot questions by marking boxes on a
paper ballot, which are then counted by hand. Lever refers to mechanical lever machines, which
display a full-face ballot with a small lever next to each candidate’s name and each ballot question.
Voters enter a curtain-enclosed booth, make their choices for candidates and ballot questions by
flipping the small levers, and then pull a large lever to open the curtain to exit the booth and record
their votes on counters located on the back the machines. No paper trail of an individual voter’s
choices are ever produced on a lever machine.

Electronic refers to Direct Record Electronic (DRE) systems where voters use push buttons, select
wheels, or touch screens to choose candidates or responses to ballot questions. Their choices are
recorded and tabulated electronically in removable memory components. Punch card refers to both
Votomatic and DataVote style systems, where voters insert paper ballot cards into a device and
punch out chads next to candidate names and ballot questions. ' The voted punch cards are then

! A Votomatic ballot card is prescored and printed only with numbered voting positions. A Votomatic ballot card is in-
serted into a frame on which a booklet identifying candidates or answers to ballot questions has been attached. A stylus
is used to punch out chads at various voting positions. A DataVote ballot card is printed with a candidate name or answer
to a ballot question at each voting position. A DataVote ballot card is inserted into a frame fitted with a movable device
similar to a one-hole punch for punching out chads at voting positions. Because the candidate names are printed on the
card, most “ballots” provided to voters encompass multiple physical cards.
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processed by a computer reader, which tabulates the vote. Optical scan systems use paper ballots on
which voters mark their choices for candidates and ballot questions with pencils or pencil-like
devices. Voted ballot cards are then scanned by machines using “marksense” (e.g., infrared)
technology to tabulate the vote.

The data source for the voting equipment cross-tabulations is survey question 13, which asked for
the type and manufacturer of voting equipment used at the November 2004 election. The number of
local jurisdictions for each equipment type is shown below. The unknown category is for
jurisdictions that did not respond to the survey question.

Type of Voting Equipment Jurisdictions

Paper 1,734

Lever 394

Electronic 608

Punch Card 260
Optical Scan 2,541
Multiple Systems 123
Unknown 908

Changed Voting Equipment Since 2000
The cross tabulation for voting equipment changes are based on responses to survey question 13 and
information maintained by Election Data Services on voting equipment used at the November 2000
general election. The number of local jurisdictions that used different voting equipment in November
2000 is as follows:

Changed Voting Equipment Since Nov. 2000 Jurisdictions

Yes 1,753
No 4,815

Statewide Voter Registration Database

Section 303 of HAV A requires states to implement a statewide voter registration database by
January 1, 2004, unless a waiver was obtained to extend the implementation deadline to January 1,
2006. Seventeen states had statewide databases in place for the November 2004 general election, and
the number of local jurisdictions in those states is as follows:

Jurisdictionsin states with statewide voter registration

databasesin place for the November 2004 election: 1,335
Alaska Hawaii New Mexico
Arizona Kentucky Oklahoma
Connecticut Louisiana South Carolina
Delaware Massachusetts South Dakota
Dist. of Columbia Michigan West Virginia
Georgia Minnesota
Jurisdictionsin other states: 5,233

Election Day Registration
Six states allow persons to register and vote on Election Day.? Proponents of Election Day
Registration (EDR), also called “same-day voter registration,” maintain that EDR increases the

2 Another state, Rhode Island, is not considered an Election Day Registration (EDR) state, but allows persons to register
on Election Day to vote for president only.
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opportunity to cast a vote and that the EDR states have higher than average voter turnout rates. The
number of local jurisdictions in states that have EDR is as follows:

Jurisdictionsin states (6) with Election Day registration: 2,823
Idaho Minnesota Wisconsin
Maine New Hampshire Wyoming
Jurisdictionsin other states: 3,745

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

Provisional balloting allows voters who believe that they registered to cast a ballot even though their
names do not appear on a voter list. A provisional ballot may be counted if, after investigation, it is
determined that the voter was, in fact, eligible to vote. Provisional balloting is mandated by HAVA,
although many states already had provisional balloting or other “fail-safe” voting procedures before
HAVA was enacted. However, provisional balloting procedures differ among the states, and one
major difference is where provisional ballots are cast.

Provisional ballots in 28 states are disqualified if cast outside the voter’s home precinct, while in 18
states, provisional ballots are eligible to be counted if cast in the voter’s home jurisdiction—e.g.,
county or municipality—but not necessarily in the voter’s home precinct. The number of local
jurisdictions in states with in-precinct and out-of-precinct rules for counting provisional ballots is
shown below. Other local jurisdictions are in states that have no such rules or are exempt from
HAVA’s provisional balloting requirement. HAVA exempts states that do not have voter registration
and states that have Election Day registration, although three states with Election Day registration,
Maine, Wisconsin and Wyoming, use provisional ballots for first-time voters whose names do not
appear on voter lists and who do not have proper identification at the polls on Election Day.

Jurisdictionsin states (28) where provisional ballots must be

cast in the voter’shome precinct (in precinct only): 4,350
Alabama Kentucky Ohio
Connecticut ~ Massachusetts Oklahoma
Dist. Columbia Michigan South Carolina
Florida Mississippi South Dakota
Hawaii Missouri Tennessee
Indiana Montana Texas
Iowa Nebraska Virginia
Kansas Nevada West Virginia
New Jersey Wisconsin
New York Wyoming

Jurisdictionsin states (18) where provisional ballotsare
eligibleto be counted if cast in the voter’shomejurisdiction

but not necessarily in the voter’s home precinct 1,162
(anywherein jurisdiction):
Alaska Georgia Oregon
Arizona Illinois Pennsylvania
Arkansas Louisiana Rhode Island
California Maryland Utah
Colorado New Mexico Vermont
Delaware  North Carolina Washington

Jurisdictionsin other states: 1,056
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No Excuse Absentee Balloting

The EAC defined absentee voting as “voting prior to Election Day which requires that the voter meet
qualifications other than those generally required to register to vote.” For example, a voter might
have to attest that he or she will be absent from the voting jurisdiction on Election Day. Many states
now allow voters to cast absentee ballots without conditions. Cross-tabulations by “no-excuse”
absentee balloting apply to jurisdictions in the following 24 states:

Jurisdictionsin states (24) with no-excuse absentee ballots: 3,781
Alaska Kansas North Dakota
Arizona Louisiana Oklahoma
California Maine South Dakota
Colorado Montana Utah
Florida Nebraska Vermont
Hawaii Nevada Washington
Idaho New Mexico Wisconsin
Iowa North Carolina Wyoming
Jurisdictionsin other states: 2,787
Early Voting

The EAC defined early voting as “any voting that occurred prior to November 2, 2004, for which
there were no eligibility requirements. For example, the voter did not have to attest that he/she would
be absent from the voting jurisdiction on the day of the election.” The number of local jurisdictions
in the 27 states that conduct early voting is as follows:

Jurisdictionsin states (27) with early voting: 1,701
Alaska Indiana North Dakota
Arizona Towa Oklahoma
Arkansas Kansas South Dakota
California Maine Tennessee
Colorado Montana Texas
Florida Nebraska Utah
Georgia Nevada Vermont
Hawaii New Mexico West Virginia
Idaho North Carolina Wyoming
Jurisdictionsin other states: 4,867

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act requires election jurisdictions to provide language assistance at
the polls, such as translation services or special ballots, if a language minority group represents a
certain proportion of voting age citizens. Covered language minority groups are American Indians,
Asian Americans, Alaskan Natives, and Spanish-heritage citizens. Section 203 cross-tabulations
apply to 468 jurisdictions in 27 states.’

3 “Implementation of the Provisions of the Voting Rights Act Regarding Language Minority Groups,” 28 C.F.R. Part 55.
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Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act requires certain jurisdictions to obtain federal approval (“pre-
clearance”) before implementing changes to voting procedures. Section 5 cross-tabulations apply to
880 covered jurisdictions in 16 states.”

Regions

Cross-tabulations by geographic area apply to four regional groupings of states used by the U.S.
Census Bureau. These groupings exclude the four territories. The number of local jurisdictions in
each of the four census regions—Northeast, Midwest, South, and West—is as follows:

Jurisdictionsin the nine Northeastern states: 1,710
Connecticut New Hampshire Pennsylvania
Maine New Jersey Rhode Island
Massachusetts New York Vermont
Jurisdictionsin the 12 Midwestern states: 2,902
llinois Michigan North Dakota
Indiana Minnesota Ohio
Iowa Missouri South Dakota
Kansas Nebraska Wisconsin
Jurisdictionsin the 17 Southern states: 1,423
Alabama Kentucky South Carolina
Arkansas Louisiana Tennessee
Delaware Maryland Texas
Dist. of Columbia  Mississippi Virginia
Florida North Carolina West Virginia
Georgia Oklahoma
Jurisdictionsin the 13 Western states: 420
Alaska Idaho Utah
Arizona Montana Washington
California Nevada Wyoming
Colorado New Mexico
Hawaii Oregon
Jurisdictionsin four territories: 113

Urban to Rural

Cross-tabulations by population density for four area types—urban, suburban, small town, and
rural—were created for this study from the U.S. Census P.L. 94—171 Redistricting Data Summary
File. The area quartiles were created by dividing the populations of geographic units represented in
the P.L. File by the areas of those units in square miles. The four territories are not covered by these
calculations. The number of local jurisdictions in each population density quartile is as follows:

Area Population Density Jurisdictions
Urban 1,000 people per square mile or more 567
Suburban 250 to 999 people per square mile 871
Small Town 50 to 249 people per square mile 1,710
Rural 0 to 49 people per square mile 3,307
Territories (not available) 113

4 “procedures for the Administration of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, As Amended,” 28 C.F.R. Part 51,
and Appendix to Part 51, “Jurisdictions Covered Under Section 4(b) of the Voting Rights Act, as Amended.”
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Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)

Cross-tabulations by size of jurisdiction are based on selected ranges of the estimated voting age
population (VAP) for the November 2, 2004, general election. VAP is defined as all persons age 18
and older residing within a jurisdiction. Estimated VAP for November 2004 is based on U.S. Census
Bureau estimates of the population by age on July 1, 2002, and July 1, 2003. The November 2004
estimated VAP was constructed by extrapolating forward the difference between the July 1, 2002,
and July 1, 2003, census estimates. The four territories are not covered by these ranges. The number
of local jurisdictions in each range is as follows.

Voting Age Population (VAP) Jurisdictions

Less than 1,000 1,761

1,000 to 3,499 1,165

3,500 to 9,999 1,043

10,000 to 49,999 1,704

50,000 to 249,999 586

250,000 to 999,999 140

1,000,000 or more 25

Territories and problem jurisdictions (not available) 144

Most of the small jurisdictions are municipalities in Wisconsin and the six New England states.
Cross-tabulations based on voter registration would have been preferable for this study but could not
be created because of a lack of consistent voter registration data.

Race and Ethnicity

Cross-tabulations by race and ethnicity are also based on population counts from the U.S. Census
P.L. 94-171 Redistricting Data Summary File for persons 18 years and over as well as
Hispanic/Latino and non-Hispanic/Latino persons by race (63 categories).

Race and Ethnic Categories Jurisdictions

Predominantly Non-Hispanic White 6,284

Predominantly Non-Hispanic Black 85

Predominantly Non-Hispanic Native American 24
Predominantly Hispanic 50

Territories and problem jurisdictions (not available) 145

Median Income

Cross-tabulations by median income are based on income data in the U.S. Census Summary File 1
(SF 1). The four territories are not included in these tabulations. The number of local jurisdictions in
each range by median income is as follows:

Income Categories Jurisdictions
Less than $25,000 298
$25,000 to 29,999 884
$30,000 to 34,999 1,372
$35,000 to 39,999 1,215
$40,000 to 44,999 881
$45,000 to 49,999 587

$50,000 or more 1,180

Territories and problem jurisdictions (not available) 151
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High School Education

Cross-tabulations by high school graduation or equivalent diploma are based on educational
attainment data in the U.S. Census Summary File 1 (SF 1). The four territories are not included in
these tabulations. The number of local jurisdictions in each range by educational attainment is as

follows:

High School Graduation Rates Jurisdictions

Less than 60 percent 126

60 to 70 percent 661

70 to 80 percent 1,646

80 to 90 percent 3,111

90 percent or higher 873

Territories and problem jurisdictions (not available) 151

Battleground States
Cross-tabulations by “battleground state” apply to the 2004 presidential election and are based on the

number of local jurisdictions in the 17 battleground states as follows:

Jurisdictionsin the 17 battleground states: 3,093
Arkansas Minnesota Oregon
Arizona Missouri Pennsylvania
Colorado Nevada Washington
Florida New Hampshire West Virginia
Iowa New Mexico Wisconsin
Michigan Ohio
Jurisdictionsin other states: 3,475

Presidential Margin of Victory

Cross-tabulations by “margin of victory” are for the 2004 presidential election by the following
quintiles: Less than 2.5 percent, 2.5 to 5.0 percent, 5.0 to 7.5 percent, 7.5 percent to 10.0 percent,
and 10 percent or more. The number of local jurisdictions in each margin of victory quintile is
shown below. The number does not sum to 6,568, the number of jurisdictions covered by the survey,
because election returns were not reported for some smaller jurisdictions whose votes are included in

the totals of another jurisdiction.

Presidential Margin of Victory Jurisdictions
Less than 2.5 percent 515

2.5 percent to 5.0 percent 476

5.0 percent to 7.5 percent 510

7.5 percent to 10.0 percent 429

10 percent or more 4,492



Election Data Services, Inc.
2004 Election Day Survey Report, Part 1
Introduction, page 17 September 27, 2005

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions
Cross-tabulations by “red versus blue” apply to the 2004 presidential election results and are based

on local jurisdictions won by John Kerry (blue) and George W. Bush (red). The number of
jurisdictions by margin of victory is shown below. The number does not sum to 6,568, the number of
jurisdictions covered by the survey, because election returns were not reported for some smaller
jurisdictions whose votes are included in the totals of another jurisdiction.

Candidate Margin of Victory Jurisdictions
Red (Bush) Greater than 55 percent 3,115
Red (Bush) 50 percent to 55 percent 982
Red (Bush) Less than 50 percent 136
Tied 25

Blue (Kerry) Less than 50 percent 150
Blue (Kerry) 50 percent to 55 percent 872
Blue (Kerry) Greater than 55 percent 1,161
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PART 2
ELECTION DAY SURVEY RESULTS

Any discussion about the voting process must take into account several requirements that have been
built into the American electoral system. First, not everyone can vote. Persons must have reached a
certain age. The 26th Amendment, adopted in 1972, placed the minimum voting age at 18 years.
Persons age 18 and older are commonly referred to as the voting age population (VAP). Second,
being of voting age is not necessarily a guarantee of voting igibility, because most states also
require persons to be United States citizens. This smaller group of individualsisreferred to as the
citizen voting age population (CVAP). Third, in most states persons must also register to vote. Some
states have made the registration process easier than others, such as the six states that have adopted
Election Day Registration. The rural state of North Dakota has no registration requirement.

But registering is just another step in the voting process. People have to turn out and cast a ballot.
The easing of absentee balloting restrictions and the adoption of mail-in ballots has increased voter
turnout to a certain degree. But the fourth step of the process still comes down to people making the
effort to vote. Fifth, the American electoral system isuniquein that it presents voters with many
decisions on Election Day. Not only are there contests among candidates for federal offices, but also
for state and local offices. Many states and localities place referendums on the ballot as well. Each
contest on the ballot presents voters with a choice of whether to participate.

At each step in the voting process, the demographic and political makeup of the electoral body
changes. Individuals and various groups of individuals are affected differently. This study of the
Election Day Survey analyzes data generated by election systems at each of the five steps. The data
is presented in the following series of tables:

Table 1. Population Estimates Table 8. Overvotes and Undervotes

Table 2. Voter Registration Table 9. Voting Equipment Usage

Table 3. Balots Counted Table 10. Voting Machines

Table 4. Turnout Source Table 11. Voting Equipment Malfunctions
Table 5. Absentee Ballots Table 12. Poll Workers

Table 6. Provisional Ballots Table 13. Polling Places

Table 7. Drop-Off Table 14. Disability

Each table has a separate chapter that contains background information about survey questions, the
historical context for interpreting the survey results, and stipulations about jurisdictional coverage
and the applicability of dataitems. The survey results in each table are summed to the state level for
6,567 local election jurisdictionsin the U.S. Election Assistance Commission dataset. The survey
results are also subtotaled for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors described earlier in Part 1. Each
chapter provides an analysis of the survey results for each cross-tabulation factor. There is a separate
chapter containing recommendations on future data collection.
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Chapter 1
Population Estimates

Table 1 presents estimates of the voting age population (VAP) and the citizen voting age population
(CVAP) in the United States for the November 2, 2004, general election. The VAP is defined as all
persons age 18 and older residing within ajurisdiction—a county, parish, or township, depending on
where elections are administered. Estimated VAP for November 2004 is constructed from U.S.
Census Bureau population estimates by age and jurisdiction for July 1 of a given year. (Census
estimates are available at http://www.census.gov.)

As of thiswriting, the July 1, 2004,V AP estimates have not been released, but they are anticipated
by the end of the summer of 2005. We constructed the November 2, 2004, estimated VAP used in
this report by extrapolating forward the difference between the July 1, 2002, and July 1, 2003,
census estimates. This method constructs the best approximation of the November 2, 2004, VAP for
local election jurisdictions. But we recognize that the method may incorrectly estimate population
for ajurisdiction, such as underestimating popul ation growth, particularly for jurisdictions with
small populations, such astownships. To construct the best VAP available estimate for townships,
we assigned the ratio of the newly released Census Bureau July 1, 2004, total population estimate
from the county to the township to apportion our November 2, 2004, county-level VAP estimate to
the township.

It isimportant to understand that VAP is not a perfect estimate of those eligible to vote. VAP does
not include estimates of voting-eligible persons living overseas. It includes persons who are
ineligible to vote under state laws, such as noncitizens; ineligible felons, depending on state law;
those determined by a court to be incompetent; those who are not registered to vote; and persons
who might have moved recently. But obtaining uniform data for jurisdictions nationwide for each of
these circumstances is impossible, and therefore, no possible adjustment can be made to the base
data.

We can, however, account for noncitizens, the largest ineligible population, by estimating the
CVAP. We constructed CVAP by applying the 2000 census estimate of CV AP (which was obtained
by Election Data Services as a special tabulation from the Census Bureau) as a percentage of the
2000 census VAP to the November 2, 2004, popul ation estimates described above. This method
implicitly assumes that the April 1, 2000, report of the percentage citizens of VAP is equal to the
November 4, 2004, percentage citizens of VAP.

Methods exist to estimate the other eligible and ineligible populations, such as accounting for the
overseas eligible population and ineligible felons from Department of Justice reports (McDonald and
Popkin 2001; McDonald 2002), but no sound methodology exists to apportion these populations to
counties and townships. For consistency across reporting units, we do not further adjust CVAP to
attempt to better measure the voting-eligible population.
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Applicability and Coverage

VAP and CVAP estimates were available for all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.
The Census Bureau did not produce post-2000 population estimates for Guam, American Samoa,
and the Virgin Islands.

Population Estimates

Table 1 presents population estimates for the analysis of the survey results. Table 1 provides
estimates of the VAP and the CVAP, and calculates CV AP as a percentage of VAP. The column
headingsin Table 1 are as follows:

Column Headings for Table 1. Population Estimates

Col.- Heading Description
1 Code  State census code
2 Name  Respondent to Election Day Survey
3 Jurisdiction ~ Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22
4 2004 Estimated VAP  Estimated November 2004 voting age population (VAP)
5 Cases  Number of jurisdictions for which VAP estimates were constructed
6 2004 Estimated.  Estimated November 2004 citizen voting age population (CVAP)

Citizen VAP
Cases  Number of jurisdictions for which CVAP estimates were constructed

Percent 2004  Estimated November 2004 CVAP (col. 6) divided by estimated
Citizen of Total VAP November 2004 total VAP (col. 4)

9 Cases  Number of jurisdictions for which VAP and CVAP estimates were
constructed
10 Cases >100%  Number of jurisdictions where estimated November 2004 CVAPis

greater than total November 2004 VAP
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Analysis of Estimates

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 1 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and state-
level summary of the population data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Summary

The uneven distribution of noncitizens across jurisdictions underscores the importance of using
CVAP in addition to VAP when drawing conclusions of survey results across jurisdictions. If VAP
were used, rates would be underestimated for jurisdictions with high proportions of noncitizens
relative to other jurisdictions. Jurisdictions with high proportions of noncitizens can be found in
Western states, particularly California; in urban and small cities; and in Section 203 and Section 5
Voting Rights jurisdictions, among other categories.

States

Nationally, the 2000 census reported that 92.9 percent of the U.S. voting age population are citizens.
The distribution of VAP and CV AP across the states and within cross-tabulations is reported in
Table 1. California has the largest voting-age population at 26.6 million. California also has the
largest noncitizen population, with only 81.3 percent of the VAP classified as citizens in the 2000
census. West Virginia has the smallest noncitizen population as a percentage of the VAP, with 99.4
percent of the VAP classified as citizens.

Regions

The largest proportion of non-citizens are located in the West, where only 86.8 percent of VAP are
citizens. Jurisdictions located in the Midwest have the highest proportion of citizens, with 96.8
percent. Jurisdictions in the Northeast and the South fall in the middle with 94.3 percent and 93.8
percent citizens, respectively. In all, 224 jurisdictions were reported as having zero noncitizens
among the VAP, primarily located in regions outside the West.

Urban to Rural

Among urban to rural categories, urban jurisdictions have the lowest percentage of citizens, 88.0
percent. The remaining categories fall between 94.4 percent citizen in suburban to 97.3 percent
citizenin rural jurisdictions.

Size of Jurisdiction

The smallest jurisdictions have citizenship of 99.3 percent of VAP. For small- to medium-sized
jurisdictions up to 250,000 VAP, citizenship is above 96.1 percent. For the 23 largest jurisdictionsin
the nation, those with 1,000,000 or more, citizens are 83.2 percent of the VAP.
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Race and Ethnicity

Among racia and ethnic categories, predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions have the lowest
percentage of citizens, only 75.7 percent. In predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions,
greater than 94.0 percent are citizens, and up to 98.0 percent are citizens in predominantly non-
Hispanic Native American jurisdictions.

Median Income
Lower income jurisdictions tend to have higher citizenship rates. The percentage of citizens among
the voting age population ranges from 89.7 percent to 96.6 percent.

High School Education

Jurisdictions with lower percentages of the population completing high school have higher
percentages of noncitizens. Jurisdictions with below a 60 percent high school completion rate have
an 86.2 percent citizenship rate. Those above 90 percent high school completion report 94.0 percent
citizenship among the VAP.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Jurisdictions covered under Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act have higher percentages of
noncitizens. Section 203 jurisdictions are 85.4 percent citizen, while noncovered jurisdictions are
96.6 percent citizen.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

Jurisdictions covered under Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act have higher percentages of
noncitizens. Section 5 jurisdictions are 90.3 percent citizen, while other noncovered jurisdictions are
93.8 percent citizen.

Type of Voting Equipment

Jurisdictions that use hand-counted paper ballots have the highest proportion of citizens, 98.1
percent, which may be because paper ballots are primarily used by smaller jurisdictions. Cross-
tabul ations with other types of voting equipment are in the low- to mid-90 percent range.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000

Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment from the 2000 election have alower percentage of
citizens, 88.7 percent, than other jurisdictions, 94.9 percent. The difference is partialy a
consequence of voting equipment changes in populous southern California and southern Florida
counties with high noncitizen populations.

Statewide Voter Registration Database
States with statewide voter registration databases have a dightly higher percentage of citizens, 95.3
percent, than those that do not, 92.2 percent.

Election Day Registration
States with Election Day Registration (EDR) have higher percentages of citizens, 97.2 percent, than
those that do not, 92.6 percent. This differenceis primarily attributed to the number of EDR statesin
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the Northeast and Midwest. The two Western states with EDR, Idaho and Wyoming, also have high
levels of citizenship.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

States that allow provisional ballots to be counted if cast outside a voter’s home precinct have a
lower percentage of citizens, 90.6 percent, than those that accept ballots cast in home precincts only,
94.3 percent, or do not have provisional ballots, 97.0 percent.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting
States with no excuse absentee balloting have lower percentages of citizens than other states, 90.0
percent versus 94.8.

Early Voting
States with early voting have alower percentage of citizens, 89.7 percent, than states that do not
have early voting, 95.7 percent.

Battleground States
Battleground states in the November 2004 general election had a higher percentage of citizens than
those that were not battleground states, 95.0 percent versus 91.7 percent.

Presidential Margin of Victory
There is no pattern of citizenship among jurisdictions within states by presidential margin of victory.
The percentage of citizens ranges from 90.7 percent to 96.0 percent among the categories.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions
Jurisdictions won by Bush tend to have higher percentages of citizens, from 92.9 percent to 95.9
percent, than jurisdictions won by Kerry, from 88.7 percent to 93.5 percent.

REFERENCES
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Election Percent
Administration| 2004 2004 Estimated 2004 Citizen Cases|

Code Name Jurisdictions Estimated VAP Cases| Citizen Vap Cases| of Total VAP Cases >100%|
01 Alal 67 3,425,821 67 3,376,112 67 98.5 67
02 Alaska 1 470,027 1 454,708 1 96.7 1
04 Arizona 15 4,194,390 15 3,770,203 15 89.9 15
05 Arkansas 75 2,069,560 75! 2,024,200 75! 97.8 75
06 California 58 26,647,955 58 21,671,670 58 81.3 58
08 Colorado 64 3,456,263 64 3,233,934 64 93.6 64
09 Connecticut 169 2,684,372 169 2,514,118 169 93.7 169
10 Delaware 3 629,009 3 605,748 3 96.3 3
11 District of C 1 451,039 1 405,042 1 89.8 1
12 Florida 67 13,441,568 67 12,076,990 67 89.8 67
13 Georgia 159 6,534,852 159 6,159,729 159 94.3 159
15 Hawaii 5 980,154 5 900,647 5 91.9 5
16 Idaho 44 1,025,457 44 986,664 44 96.2 44
17 Illinois 110 9,518,482 110 6,471,142 102] 92.9 102
18 Indiana 92 4,635,665 92 4,534,543 92 97.8 92
19 Iowa 99 2,274,174 99 2,221,452 99 97.7 99
20 Kansas 105 2,049,512 105 1,972,661 105 96.3 105
21 Kentucky 120 3,157,197 120 3,110,923 120 98.5 120
22 Louisi 64 3,358,452 64 3,305,044 64 98.4 64
23 Maine 517 1,037,050 506 1,022,248 505] 98.6 505
24 Maryland 24 4,200,854 24 3,940,414 24 93.8 24
25 Massachusetts 351 4,956,454 351 4,577,316 351 92.4 351
26 Michigan 83 7,616,344 83 7,369,271 83 96.8 83
27 Mi t 87 3,872,349 87 3,736,578 87 96.5 87
28 p 82 2,139,817 82 2,118,126 82 99.0 82
29 i 116 4,344,660 116 4,263,417 116 98.1 116
30 Montana 56 715,495 56 709,037 56 99.1 56
31 Nebraska 93 1,316,475 93 1,272,795 93 96.7 93
32 Nevada 17 1,737,781 17 1,536,969 17 88.4 17
33 New Hampshire 242 1,000,557 239 975,065 238 97.5 238
34 New Jersey 21 6,573,010 21 5,871,639 21 89.3 21
35 New Mexico 33 1,402,999 33 1,316,405 33 93.8 33
36 New York 58 14,790,540 58 8,156,036 57 94.8 57
37 North Carolina 100 6,414,796 100 6,129,162 100 95.5 100
38 North Dakota 53 490,179 53 484,528 53 98.8 53
39 Ohio 88 8,680,792 88 8,532,693 88 98.3 88
40 Oklahoma 77 2,664,520 77 2,589,344 77 97.2 77
41 Oregon 36 2,766,936 36| 2,594,416 36| 93.8 36
42 Pennsylvania 67 9,615,172 67 9,395,376 67 97.7 67
44 Rhode Island 39 842,911 39 785,112 39 93.1 39
45 South Carolina 46 3,174,262 46 3,106,879 46 97.9 46
46 South Dakota 66 576,196 66| 569,346 66| 98.8 66
47 Tenr 95 4,516,679 95 4,423,433 95 97.9 95
48 Texas 254 16,263,861 254 14,443,878 254 88.8 254
49 Utah 29 1,645,366 29 1,548,346 29 94.1 29
50 Vermont 246 487,977 246 478,434 246 98.0 246
51 Virginia 134 5,695,220 134 5,388,364 134 94.6 134
53 Washington 39 4,732,158 39 4,414,206 39 93.3 39
54 West Virginia 55 1,430,254 55 1,422,042 55 99.4 55
55 Wisconsin 1,910 4,188,206 1,894 4,091,525 1,888 97.7 1,888
56 Wy i 23 386,170 23 380,564 23 98.5 23
60 American S 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110
78 Virgin Islands 1

Total 6,568| 221,279,989 6,425| 197,438,494 6,408 92.9 6,408

Maximum 1,910 26,647,955 1,894 21,671,670 1,888 99.4 1,888

Average 119 4,338,823 125 3,871,343 125 95.3 125

Minimum 1 386,170 1 380,564 1 81.3 1

Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05

Page 1 of 4
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Election Percent
Administration 2004 2004 Estimated 2004 Citizen Cases|
[Code  Name Jurisdictions Estimated VAP Cases Citizen Vap Cases of Total VAP Cases >100%]
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election
None / Unknown 908 14,612,312 775 13,583,011 770 93.0 770
Punch card 260 19,552,003 260 16,456,501 258 95.0 258
Lever 394 26,918,948 394 19,857,375 393 95.8 393
Paper 1,734 3,308,339 1,724 3,246,269 1,722 98.1 1,722
Optical scan 2,541 88,323,954 2,541 81,287,919 2,534 92.4 2,534
Electronic 608 52,761,316 608 48,448,239 608 91.8 608
Multiple Systems 123 15,803,117 123 14,559,180 123 92.1 123
Ch d Voting Equip t Since
2000 General Election
Yes 1,753 69,121,688 1,747 61,299,306 1,743 88.7 1,743
No 4,815 152,158,301 4,678 136,139,188 4,665 94.9 4,665
State Wide Voter Registration
System in Place|
Yes 1,335 48,152,870 1,335 45,913,343 1,335 95.3 1,335
No 5,233 173,127,119 5,090 151,525,151 5,073 92.2 5,073
Election Day Registration
Yes 2,823 11,509,789 2,793 11,192,644 2,785 97.2 2,785
No 3,745 209,770,200 3,632 186,245,850 3,623 92.6 3,623
Provisi | Ballot Accep e
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 88,988,159 1,162 78,298,249 1,154 90.6 1,154
In Precinct Only 4,350 124,866,238 4,334 111,935,162 4,327, 94.3 4,327
None 1,056 7,425,592 929 7,205,083 927 97.0 927
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
Yes 3,781 85,693,320 3,754 77,136,882 3,747 90.0 3,747
No 2,787 135,586,669 2,671 120,301,612 2,661 94.8 2,661
Early Voting Allowed
Yes 1,701 99,654,623 1,701 89,386,654 1,701 89.7 1,701
No 4,867 121,625,366 4,724 108,051,840 4,707 95.7 4,707
Covered By Section 203, Languag
Minority Requi t
Yes 468 72,670,065 468 60,221,899 467 85.4 467
No 6,100 148,609,924 5,957] 137,216,595 5,941 96.6 5,941
Covered By Section 5 of Voting
Rights Act
[Yes 880 56,030,484 879 50,618,730] 879 90.3[ 879]
[No 5,688 165,249,505 5,546]  146,819,764] 5,529 93.8] 5,529]
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Election Percent
Administration 2004 2004 Estimated 2004 Citizen Cases|
[Code  Name Jurisdictions Estimated VAP Cases Citizen Vap Cases of Total VAP Cases >100%]
Demographics
Northeast 1,710 41,988,043 1,696 33,775,344 1,693 94.3 1,693
South 1,423 79,567,761 1,423 74,625,430 1,423 93.8 1,423
Midwest 2,902 49,563,034 2,886 45,519,951 2,872] 96.8 2,872
West 420 50,161,151 420 43,517,769 420 86.8 420
Territories 113
Urban to Rural
Urban 567 82,075,044 567 64,512,025 558 88.0 558
Suburban 871 59,268,529 870 55,919,871 870 94.4 870
Small Towns 1,710 56,213,989 1,700 53,925,497 1,700 95.9 1,700
Rural 3,307 23,722,427 3,288| 23,081,101 3,280 97.3 3,280
Not Available - Territories 113
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
< 1,000 1,761 899,315 1,759 893,183 1,754 99.3 1,754
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,267,899 1,165 2,237,383 1,165 98.7 1,165
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 6,692,594 1,043 6,579,642 1,043 98.3 1,043
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 38,463,619 1,704 37,481,869 1,701 97.6 1,701
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 60,558,039 586, 57,832,452 582 96.1 582
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 63,995,785 140 59,030,487 140) 92.2 140
>=1,000,000 25 48,402,590 25 33,383,478 23 83.2 23
Not Available 144| 148 3
Race and Ethnicity]|
Predominently NH White 6,264 204,258,977 6,262] 183,752,611 6,249 94.0 6,249
Predominently NH Black 85 4,061,404 85! 3,808,732 84 94.3 84
Predominently NH Native American| 24 268,560 24 263,114 24 98.0 24
Predomi tly Hispani: 50 12,658,812 50 9,583,359 50 75.7 50
Not Available 145 32,236 4 30,678 1 95.6 1
Median Income
< $25,000 298 3,079,342 298| 2,873,976 297 94.0 297
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 11,220,765 884 10,840,802 884 96.6 884
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 28,691,481 1,372 27,644,524 1,370 96.5 1,370
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 50,829,468 1,215 40,245,795 1,211 95.1 1,211
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 49,717,211 881 44,603,496 881 89.7 881
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587 27,092,115 587, 24,951,504 586, 92.3 586
>=$50,000 1,180 50,649,351 1,179 46,278,340 1,178 91.6 1,178
Not Available 151 256 9 57 1 100.0 1
High School Education
< 60% 126 2,401,104 126 2,070,013 126 86.2 126
>=60% to <70% 661 22,653,549 661 19,226,982 660 85.0 660
>=70% to <80% 1,646 64,350,042 1,646 51,717,398 1,640 92.7 1,640
>=80% to <90% 3,111 113,912,781 3,111 107,539,905 3,109 94.5 3,109
>=90% 873 17,930,226 872 16,853,518 872 94.0 872
Not Available 151 32,287 9 30,678 1 95.6 1
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05

Page 3 of 4



StateLevelSummary_Master_20050919.xIs -- Population Estimates

EAC Election Day Survey

Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter

Population Estimates 2004 General Election

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:02:20

Election Percent
Administration 2004 2004 Estimated 2004 Citizen Cases|
[Code  Name Jurisdictions Estimated VAP Cases Citizen Vap Cases of Total VAP Cases >100%]
Political

Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election

Yes 3,093 76,824,163 3,074 72,974,742 3,067 95.0 3,067

No 3,475 144,455,826 3,351 124,463,752 3,341 91.7 3,341
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election

< 2.5% 515 19,185,454 515 18,004,419 514 94.0 514

>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 14,781,804 471 13,849,899 470 94.2 470

>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 17,701,432 508, 16,058,301 508, 90.7 508

>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429 10,292,117 428 9,806,808 427 96.4 427

>=10.0 % 4,492 159,310,466 4,486 139,710,470 4,476 92.6 4,476
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By
in 2004 Presidential Election

Bush > 55% 3,115 86,412,155 3,112] 82,400,908 3,107 95.5 3,107

Bush 50% to 55% 982 32,877,232 977 30,553,191 977 92.9 977

Bush < 50% 136 2,380,942 132] 2,259,659 131 95.9 131

Kerry < 50% 150 5,883,881 150 5,524,046 150 93.9 150

Kerry 50% to 55% 872 29,466,232 872 27,160,231 870 92.8 870

Kerry > 55% 1,161 64,245,074 1,159 49,526,130 1,154 88.7 1,154

Tied 25 14,267 21 14,123 17, 99 17

Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Chapter 2
Voter Registration

Most jurisdictions maintain a registry of persons who are eligible to vote. To be eligible to vote, a
person must be a U.S. citizen, meet a residency requirement, and have attained the age of 18 by
Election Day. Persons who have been legally declared insane or mentally incompetent or who have
been convicted of a felony and have not had their civil rights legally restored generally cannot vote,
depending on state law. Prior to HAVA (Help America Vote Act of 2002), voter registration rolls
were administered by local election officials. HAV A required states to administer voter registration,
although not all states have completed the transition to a statewide voter registration system. Only 17
states had a fully functional statewide voter registration system in place for the 2004 election.

To register to vote, a person must submit an application to the election authority of the local
jurisdiction in which he or she resides. HAVA also requires that first-time registrants provide some
form of identification. After the application has been processed, a voter registration, or confirmation,
card is usually mailed to the registrant. The card assigns the registrant to a specific precinct and
polling place. The registration remains “active” as long as the registrant lives at his or her original
residence address. A person must reregister if he or he moves to a new place of residence or legally
changes his or her name. The election authority will usually issue a new card if an assigned precinct
or polling place is changed.

To keep voter registries current, state and federal laws allow election authorities to designate a
registrant as “inactive” if, over a period of time, the registrant has not voted in a series of elections or
has not had any contact with or responded to mailings by the election jurisdiction. The National
Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA) prohibits election jurisdictions from removing a person
from the voter registry for failure to vote [sec. 8(b)(2)] or failure to notify the registrar of a change of
address within a jurisdiction [sec. 8(f)]. But the NVRA does not prohibit election jurisdictions from
designating as “inactive”, voters who have not responded to certain address confirmation mailings
[sec. 8(d)(2) mailings to confirm whether registrants continue to reside in the jurisdiction] and who
have not appeared at the polls or attempted to reregister. The designation of “inactive” status allows
election jurisdictions some administrative leeway in determining, for example, the number of
signatures required for ballot access or the number of precincts, ballots, or voting machines
necessary to service voters at an election. Persons may be removed from a voter registry for failure
to respond to a sec. 8(d)(2) confirmation mailing if the registrant has failed to vote or appeared to
vote in any election between the date of the confirmation notice and the day after the second
subsequent general election for a federal office has occurred.

Applicability and Coverage

Question 1 of the Election Day Survey asked states to provide the number of active and inactive
voters in each local election jurisdiction. But the U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) did
not specifically ask the states to provide the total number of registered voters at the time of the
November 2004 general election. Nor did the EAC ask for the number of persons who registered to
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vote on Election Day in the six states with EDR: Idaho, Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire,
Wisconsin, and Wyoming.'

Election Data Services had previously collected the reported numbers of registered voters from the
states for their respective jurisdictions at the November election. A comparison of the EAC survey
data and Election Data Services’ data showed the different ways in which states report voter
registration numbers. In some states, voter registration is just the number of active voters, while in
others, voter registration is a combination of active and inactive voters. In four states, the
determination of whether to report active and inactive voters in voter registration totals is at the
discretion of individual local jurisdictions. The different ways in which states report voter
registration numbers are as follows:

Voter Registration ReportsInclude Active Voters Only (26)

Alabama Georgia Mississippi South Carolina
Alaska [linois Michigan South Dakota
Arizona Indiana Nevada Utah
California Kentucky New Hampshire* Vermont
Connecticut Maine Oregon Washington
Dist. of Columbia Maryland Pennsylvania
Florida Minnesota Rhode Island*
Voter Registration ReportsInclude Active and I nactive Voters (20)
Arkansas Kansas Nebraska Tennessee
Colorado Louisiana New Mexico Texas
Delaware Massachusetts New York Virginia
Hawaii Missouri North Carolina West Virginia
Idaho* Montana Oklahoma Wyoming*
Reporting Active and I nactive Voters Varies by L ocal Jurisdiction (4)
Iowa New Jersey Ohio Wisconsin®
Unknown (4)
American Samoa Guam Puerto Rico U.S. Virgin Islands

*Voter registration reports also include voters who registered on Election Day.
North Dakota does not have voter registration.

Because of the differences among state voter registration reports and the fact that not every state
provided uniform data on active voters, we added a special column to Table 2 called “Reported Total
Registration.” All calculations in this study based on total voter registration use Reported Total
Registration. For states that report only active voters, Reported Total Registration represents solely
active voters. For states that report both active and inactive voters, Reported Total Registration is a
combination of active and inactive voters. In four states—Iowa, New Jersey, Ohio, and Wisconsin—
where local election jurisdictions decide whether to report active and inactive voters, Reported Total
Registration is a combination of active and inactive voters, depending on local practice.

There are also two special cases: North Dakota and Wisconsin. North Dakota has no voter
registration requirement and responded “Not Applicable” to survey question 1. In North Dakota,
anyone of voting age is allowed to vote on Election Day. As a result, in Table 2, Reported Total

! Rhode Island is not considered an Election Day Registration (EDR) state but allows persons to register on Election Day
to vote for president only.
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Registration for North Dakota is the estimated November 2004 voting age population (VAP).
Wisconsin’s voter registration requirement applies only to municipalities with populations larger
than 5,000. Only 337 of the state’s 1,900 local election jurisdictions reported voter registration
numbers on the survey. Wisconsin is building a statewide voter registration database, and some
jurisdictions smaller than 5,000 provided voter registration numbers on the survey. For all other
Wisconsin jurisdictions, Reported Total Registration in Table 2 is estimated November 2004 VAP.

Historical Context

For most eligible citizens in the United States, the first step to participate in the electoral process is
to register to vote, except in North Dakota, which has no voter registration, and in the six states with
EDR. For residents of all other states, the last day to register to vote prior to an election depends on
state law. Table 2a provides a list of state voter registration deadlines for the November 2004 general
election. Some states have different deadlines for registration by mail or in person. Some of the
states with EDR have deadlines for preregistration by mail.

Prior to the adoption of the NVRA in 1993, individuals had to seek out voter registration
applications on their own. After NVRA, voter registration applications were more readily available
at public offices, most notably motor vehicles offices. The size of voter registries increased as voter
registration became easier. But voter registration rolls contain a certain amount of “deadwood”—that
is, duplicate names, erroneous or obsolete address information, and names of deceased and ineligible
people still listed as active, or inactive, voters. Updating registration rolls for persons who change
their places of residence is a continual challenge to registrars across the country.

The 2000 census revealed that 46.7 percent of the U.S. population had moved in the previous five
years. The people most likely to become deadwood on the voter registration rolls are those who
moved just outside the county in which they formerly resided, which was 21.3 percent of the
population. Yearly current population reports from the Census Bureau have constantly shown that
about 17 percent of this nation’s population moves every year. The Current Population Survey (CPS)
is a monthly survey of labor statistics conducted by the Census Bureau. In November of an election
year, the CPS survey includes a limited number of voting questions.

Table 2b shows trends in voter registration nationally. After 1994, voter registration as a percentage
of the citizen voting age population increased about seven percentage points from 71.6 percent to
78.7 percent. This corresponds to the time that states began implementing NVRA, which linked
voter registration changes with driver’s license agencies. Since 1996, voter registration has held
steady at a little more than 82 percent of the citizen voting age population (CVAP), but now
complete data on 2004 shows it increased to 86 percent. Due to holes in the data collection, the EAC
survey shows just 81.2 percent of the citizen voting age population was registered in 2004.

While registration as a percentage of CVAP has increased, the percentage of persons identifying
themselves as a citizen of voting age and registered to vote in the Census Bureau’s CPS has
remained relatively constant, at 67.4 percent. Moreover, the difference between the percentage of
CVAP on the CPS reported as registered and the aggregate national statistics shows that for the most
recent elections, over 10 percent fewer people report being registered than the state-provided
statistics indicate. What makes this difference all the more significant is that election surveys
consistently find more people report voting than aggregate statistics indicate, a phenomenon
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sometimes attributed to “social desirability”—the desire by survey respondents to provide the
socially correct answer. If people misreport that they vote when they do not, it would be expected
that they would misreport registering when they have not. The most plausible explanations for the
discrepancy are both deadwood, and misreporting by voters.

Table 2a. State Voter Registration Deadlines for 2004 General Election

31 days before the election
Nevada (mail)

30 days befor e the election

Alaska Louisiana Pennsylvania Washington (mail)
Arkansas Michigan Rhode Island Wyoming (mail)
Dist. of Columbia Mississippi South Carolina
Georgia Montana Tennessee
Hawaii Ohio Texas
29 days befor e the election
Arizona Florida Kentucky Virginia
Colorado Indiana New Jersey
28 days befor e the election
Illinois New Mexico
27 days before the election
Missouri
25 days before the election
Idaho (mail) New York North Carolina Oklahoma”

24 days befor e the election
Idaho (in person)

21 days befor e the election

Maryland Minnesota (mail) Nevada (in-person) Oregon (new registrants)
20 days before the election
Delaware Massachusetts Utah (mail) West Virginia
18 days before the election
Nebraska
15 days befor e the election
California Kansas Washington (in person)
Iowa (mail) South Dakota
14 days befor e the election
Connecticut

13 days before the election
Wisconsin (mail)

10 days befor e the election
Alabama Towa (in person) New Hampshire (mail) Vermont

8 days befor e the election

Utah (in person) Vermont
No deadline

Maine
Election Day Registration

Idaho Minnesota Wisconsin
Maine New Hampshire Wyoming

"Registration applications may be submitted anytime, but registration cards may not be issued during the 24 days
prior to an election.
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Table 2b. Voter Registration Statistics, 1964-2004

Citizen Percent
Voting Age Voting Age Percent Percent Registered
Population  Population Registered Registered Registered of CVAP
Year (VAP) (CVAP) Voters of VAP of CVAP (CPS)
2004* 221,279,989 197,438,494 177,265,030 79.5 86.0 --
2002* 216,207,290 198,902,000 162,993,315 73.3 82.3 66.5
2000* 202,609,000 194,477,000 163,931,394 80.9 82.7 69.5
1998* 200,929,000 190,007,000 156,036,945 77.7 82.1 67.1
19962 192,198,000 185,849,000 146,370,909 76.2 78.7 65.9
19942 189,406,000 181,909,000 130,292,822 68.8 71.6 67.1
19922 185,392,000 178,694,000 133,821,178 722 74.9 68.2
19902 181,734,000 -- 121,105,630 66.6 -- --
19882 178,701,000 -- 126,379,628 70.7 -- --
19862 174,555,000 -- 118,399,984 67.8 -- --
19842 170,485,000 -- 124,150,614 72.8 - --
19822 166,017,000 -- 110,671,225 66.7 -- --
19802 160,755,000 -- 113,043,734 70.3 -- --
19782 154,655,000 -- 103,291,265 66.8 -- --
19762 148,704,000 -- 105,037,980 70.6 -- --
19743 140,892,000 -- 96,199,020 68.3 -- --
1972* 132,243,000 -- 97,328,541 73.6 -- --
1970° 115,520,000 -- 82,496,747 71.4 -- --
1968° 111,433,000 -- 81,884,802 73.5 -- --
1966’ 104,661,000 -- 76,288,283 72.9 -- --
1964° 98,569,000 -- 73,715,818 74.8 -- --

Includes all 50 states and the District of Columbia. ? Includes 48 states and the District of Columbia (excludes North
Dakota and Wisconsin). > Includes 47 states and the District of Columbia (excludes Iowa, North Dakota, and Wiscon-
sin). * Includes 46 states and the District of Columbia (excludes Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, and Wisconsin).

3 Includes 45 states and the District of Columbia (excludes Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, North Dakota, and Wisconsin).
®Includes 44 states and the District of Columbia (excludes Alaska, lowa, Kansas, Missouri, North Dakota, and Wis-
consin). "Includes 41 states (excludes Alaska, lowa, Kansas, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Wisconsin, Wyoming, and the District of Columbia). ® Includes 40 states (excludes Alabama, Alaska, Iowa, Kansas,
Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Wisconsin, Wyoming, and the District of Columbia).

Other notes: Registered voter totals from 1998-2004 include the entire voting age population for North Dakota, which
does not have voter registration, and Wisconsin, where only larger jurisdictions have voter registration. Voter registra-
tion statistics for 2004 are from the Election Day Survey. Voter registration data for 2002 and earlier is from Election
Data Services Inc. Citizen voting age population (CVAP) was calculated by Dr. Michael McDonald. Voter registra-
tion rates from Current Population Survey (CPS) reports are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
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Survey Results

Table 2 presents data on active and inactive voters from question 1 on the Election Day Survey. In
the table, numbers of active and inactive voters are calculated as percentages of the reported total
number of registered voters as well as the VAP and theCVAP. The table also provides EDR statistics
for four of the six states that allow voters to register on Election Day. The column headings in Table

2 are as follows:

Column Headings for Table 2. Voter Registration

Col.- Heading Description
1 Code  State census code
2 Name  Respondent to Election Day Survey
3 Jurisdiction  Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22
4 Reported Total  Number of active and inactive registered voters from
Registration  survey questions la and 1b, supplemental data on Election Day
registration in six states, and VAP data for North Dakota and ju-
risdictions in Wisconsin that do not have voter registration
5 Cases  Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 1, that pro-
vided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP data was
substituted for voter registration data
6 Active Registration  Number of active registered voters from survey question la
Cases  Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 1a, that pro-
vided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP data was
substituted
8 Percent Active  Number of active registered voters (col. 6) divided by the total
Registration  number of registered voters (col. 4)
9 Inactive  Number of inactive registered voters from survey question 1b
Registration
10 Cases  Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 1b
11 Percent Inactive  Number of inactive registered voters (col. 9) divided by the total
Registration  number of registered voters (col. 4)
Percent Increase  Number of inactive registered voters (col. 9) divided by the num-
12 If Inactive Reg. Included  ber of active registered voters (col. 6)
13 Election Day = Number of persons who registered to vote on Election Day
Registration  (six states)
14 Cases  Number of jurisdictions that provided supplemental data on Elec-
tion Day registration
15 Percent Election ~ Number of persons who registered on Election Day (col. 13) di-

Day Registration

vided by the total number of registered voters (col. 4)
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17

18

19

20

21

22

23
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Column Headings for Table 2 (cont.)

Heading

Percent Total
Registration of VAP

Cases > 100%

Percent Active
Registration of VAP

Cases > 100%

Percent Total
Registration of CVAP

Cases > 100%

Percent Active
Registration of CVAP

Cases > 100%

Description

Number of registered voters (col. 4) divided by the estimated vot-
ing age population (col. 4 of Table 1)

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of registered
voters (col. 4) is greater than the estimated voting age population
(col. 4 of Table 1)

Number of active registered voters (col. 6) divided by the esti-
mated voting age population (col. 4 of Table 1)

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of active reg-
istered voters (col. 6) is greater than the estimated voting age
population (col. 4 of Table 1)

Number of registered voters (col. 4) divided by the estimated
citizen voting age population (col. 6 of Table 1)

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of registered
voters (col. 4) is greater than the estimated citizen voting age
population (col. 6 of Table 1)

Number of active registered voters (col. 6) divided by the esti-
mated citizen voting age population (col. 6 of Table 1)

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of active reg-
istered voters (col. 6) is greater than the estimated citizen voting
age population (col. 6 of Table 1)

Note: VAP = Voting Age Population, CVAP = Citizen Voting Age Population.
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the data in Table 2 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in this report. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment Since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements ~ 16) Battleground States

8) Section 5 Pre-clearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory

9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

This analysis is based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 2 as well as other tables in this report, a jurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the data items (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases” next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

The registration data for November 2004 shows that nearly 177.3 million persons were reported
registered, an increase of nearly 15 million from the 2002 election and 14 million from the last
presidential election in 2000. For 2004, voter registration constituted 79.5 percent of the VAP and
86.0 percent of the CVAP of the United States excluding territories, according to responses to the
EAC survey. If only active voters are considered the registration base, then voter registration
constituted 74.9 percent of the VAP and 81.2 percent of the CVAP.

The level of inactive voters was highest in the largest jurisdictions of this nation, along with those in
the West. Jurisdictions that are predominantly Hispanic and those covered by section 203 of the
Voting Rights Act (language minority requirements) also have some of the highest levels of inactive
voters. This may be due to decades of failure to provide voting materials in minority languages,
particularly mailings to clear up registration issues that go unanswered because the potential voter
does not understand the written English language. These voters would, therefore, be more likely to
be moved to the inactive registration lists.

Registration rates are highest in small town and rural jurisdictions, along with those that have higher
education levels. For 2004, battleground states clearly had higher registration rates than
nonbattleground states. The lowest registration rates can be found in predominantly Hispanic
communities, but that is also a function of lower citizenship rates.

States

For the states that incorporate both active and inactive voters into their registration counts, the share
of their rolls that is inactive varies widely. Colorado reported the largest share of inactive voters
(22.5 percent). However, in 12 of the remaining 19 states, the inactive voters amount to less than 10
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percent of the overall file. On average, inactive registrations constitute about 12 percent of a state’s
voter file. The lowest is in Delaware, where inactives are reportedly only 4.8 percent of the overall
voter file.

In the 26 states that report active voters only on voter registration rolls, and report inactive
separately, we found a significantly larger number of inactive voters. The large number of inactive
voters balloons the size of state voter files. On the survey, California reported another 5.6 million
registered voters as inactive, which would have increased the size of the state’s registration rolls by
35.4 percent. The District of Columbia voter rolls would be 44.1 percent larger if inactive voters
were considered.

Alaska reported registration numbers that were more than our calculated VAP and CVAP. The state
did not provide information on inactive voters. Alaska’s Department of Labor generates its own
population estimates, and the department estimated VAP for July 1, 2004, of 461,887. As a result,
the state itself reports more registered voters than their own estimated voting age population. North
Dakota also hits the 100 percent mark, because the state has no voter registration and the state’s
voting age population is considered as registered to vote for this study. Noncitizens in North Dakota
constitute about 6,000 people, and since straight VAP was used for registration, the percentage of
CVAP jumps over 100 percent.

When noncitizens are excluded from the base population, four states—Alaska, North Dakota, lowa,
and Maine—have more registered voters than CVAP. lowa includes inactive voters in its registration
counts. That totals lowa’s registered voters at over 100 percent of CVAP. However, if only active
voters are considered, lowa’s registration is 94.0 percent of CVAP.

Maine, on the other hand, counts only active voters as its registration base. Despite this, the number
of active voters exceeds the CVAP estimate on a statewide basis, as well as in 289 of the state’s 517
townships. Again, the problem of small jurisdictions is apparent in the VAP and CVAP estimates.
Even Maine’s planning office reports estimated VAP of just 1,010,187 for July 1, 2004. If that VAP
number were aged to November, it would still be less than the registration total of 1,025,777.

Table 2c presents the ranking of states by registration rates calculated against both VAP and CVAP
for the state’s reported registration and the state’s active registration. Each state’s rank changes with
each of four different methods of calculating registration rates. Yet in most cases the shift is not
dramatic. States near the bottom under one method tend to be near the bottom in all methods. States
near the top stay near the top no matter which method is used to calculate registration rates.

For the six states with EDR, we made a special effort to collect data on how many people registered
on Election Day. Unfortunately, the state of Maine did not keep a separate count of these individuals
in 2004, but upon the completion of a statewide voter registration system, Maine will be able to
report such numbers in 2006. Not all the jurisdictions responded to our request for EDR data.
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Table 2c. State Rankings for Registration Calculations

Percent Parcent Percent Percent|
Tuatal Actlwe Totml Bctlve
Riegistration Registration Registr of Registr of
|Ranking Mam of VAF|Nama of VAR |Name Cltlzen VAF |Name Chtlzen VAR
1 Alaska 100.5| Alaska 100.5| Alaska 103.E|alaska 103.85
2 Morth Dakota 100.0| Maine S50 [ Wisconsin 102 2| Maine 100, 3
3 Wisconsin J9. 5| Michigan 94, 1 [{North Dakota 1012 |Michigan q7.2)
4 Malme S8.E| Indiana Y. /| Towa LUO.S|District of Colun) H4.5)
5 Iowa 28,2 | Lowa S1.9{Maine LU0 2| Indiana S5
-] Missouri 95.5| Vermonk 91.1|Missouri S3.4 |Towa 4.0
i Mew Hampshire Jo. 0| Kentucky 25,5 | New Hampshine 90 5| Vermont ]
] Michigamn S4.1|Nebraska 5. 1 Michigan |Mebraska 91.2
9 Indiana 92.7| South Dakota 272 | Colorado Sz |Rhode Island =0.1
10 Dhio J1.5|Pennsylvania 20 0| District of Colum H4. 5| Kentucky B5.5)
11 Vermont J1.1|New Hampshire 25.5|Indiana 4. 5|Pennsylvania 55.0
12 Colorado 59,7 District of Coluin] 25.1{0hio 93. 3| Ilinals 5d.4
13 Idaho 54 2| Wisconsin 24 S{Vermont 429 South Dakota Ba.2)
14 Montana 54 2| Delaware 24,6 ({Idaho 92.5|Delaware B7.9
15 Kentucky 58.5|Rhode Island 40| Delaware 1.4 |New Hampshire B7.8
16 Mebraska SE.l|Missourd 2| Mebraska 1.2 |Wisconsin B /7.5
17 Delaware BE. | Mississipp 2. Texas S0, | Missour 5.4
1B Loulsiana /.2 West Virginia d1.7|North Carolina 80.2|Florida 5.3
19 South Dakota B/ 2| Loulsiana d0. 2 [Rhode Island 0.1 IMississippl B54.5)
) Pennsylvania 2.0 0hio M2 | Montana SO0 |Wtah E2.5)
Z1 Morth Carolina 2o 2| Ilnois fa U New York S0.0|0regon B3|
22 Dhstrict of Columy 55.1|Idaho T7. B [Kentucky 85. 5 |West Virginia B2
23 Rhode Island 53.9|Utah 7| Massachuselts g59.5|Loulsiana £1.5]
24 Mississippl 53.0|North Carolina S0 Pennsyivania g59.0|New York £1.3
25 Tennesses 53.0| Oregon 74| Loulsiana gd. 7 |North Carolina B1.3
26 Kansas 57| Kansas F72 | Tlinais gd.4 |0Ohio £1.1
27 Massachusetts 2. 7| Minnesota /o8 South Dakota g3.2|Idaho B0.9)
2B Arkansas 52.1|Florida /56| Kansas gz 9|Massachuselts B0.5|
29 West Virginia Bl./|Alabama Jo | Mew Mexico =4 |Kansas B2
30 Texas 50.5|Massachusetts 4.4 | New Jersey .4 |Minnesota 79.7
31 Oklahoma Bl Tennessee Florida =2 |Washington FE.S
32 Mew York sl Washington 1| Tennesses g4, | Mew Jersey g
33 Virginia AU 2| Maryland Arkansas 24U Maryland Fa.8)
34 Mew Mexico AA 1 Wirginia Virginia g1.B|New Mexico 78.5
35 Illingis J8.0|South Carolina Mississippl 53.5|Wirginia 7.5
36 Utah J2. 7| Montana fi00 | DKlahoma g2.5|Aalabama 76.9
37 Oregon S2 4| New Mexico F27 | ke gi.6|California 76.5
3B Minnesota 76.9|Arkansas 72.3| Dregon 82.5|Texas F6.2
39 Florida Ho.6|New York 71,9 West Virginia 52 2|Tennesses 75.8
Al New Jersey 76,2 New Jersey JO.6|Minnesota /59,7 |South Carolina =]
41 Alabama Jo.8| Colorado 2 Washington 9.5 | Colorado 74.4
42 Washington A4 1| Oklahoma &9, 1|Maryland /a.B|Arkansas 73.9
43 Maryland 3.9 Connecticut G252 Alakama /e Montana F3.3
44 South Carolina /3.0 Texas &/ 6| California /o B Connecticut FA)
45 Wyoming A9 Georgia 5.0 {South Carclina /4. 6|0klahoma 71.1
46 Connecticut S8 L] ArlEena 2. | Connecticut A2 9| Arlzona FUL1
47 Hawwall st California G o[ Wyoming A2 0| Mevada 5.5
48 Georgia 55.0|Nevada &1.5|{Hawall /1. 9|Georgia G5.0)
49 Arizona SA.0|Wyoming G2 Arizona 0.1 |Hawrall 4.4
50 California 52.5|Hawall 592 |Nevada 55.9 |[Wiyoming 51.1
51 Mevada Sl.E5|North Dakota Georgla o9.0|Morth Dakota
52 American Samos] American Samoa Amearican Samoa American Samoa
53 Guam Guaim Gluam Guam
54 Puerto Rico Puerto Rico Puerto Rico Puerto Rico
55 Virgin Islands Virgin Islands Virgin Islands Virgin Islands
Total 79.5|Total 74.9|Total 86.0|Total B1.2
Maximum 100.5]| Maximum 100.5|Maximum 103.8|Maximum 103.8
Average B2.7|Average F7.9 | hverages 86.9 |Average 82.0
Minimum 61.8| Minimum 59.2|Minimum 9.0 |Minimum 61.1
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Regions

Strongly influenced by California, the West is the region with the largest share of inactive voters
reported on voter registration rolls, making up 26.1 percent of the region’s voter file. The West also
has the lowest registration rate in the nation, reporting only 68.5 percent of the VAP and 79.1
percent of the CVAP. On the other hand, the Midwest reported the highest registration rate in the
nation, 89.4 percent for VAP and 93.6 for CVAP.

Urban to Rural

Small town and rural areas reported the lowest rates of inactive voters in voter files. Rural
communities also have the highest registration rates in the nation based on voting age population
(84.2 percent). However, when noncitizens are taken out of the mix, urban jurisdictions have the
highest registration rates for citizens (88.7 percent).

Size of Jurisdiction

There is a near linear relationship between the size of the jurisdiction and the reported level of
inactive voters in the voter file. Clearly, the largest jurisdictions in this nation have the largest share
of inactive registered voters on their rolls. At 21.6 percent, the jurisdictions that have more than 1
million persons of voting age have more than twice as many inactive voters as the smallest
jurisdictions in the nation, at 8.8 percent.

The rate of registration, on the other hand, tends to be highest in the smaller jurisdictions, while the
largest jurisdictions tend to have the lowest registration rates, no matter what method is used to
calculate the rates. For example, nearly all (99.6 percent) persons of voting age are registered in
jurisdictions with less than 1,000 population, but only 70.0 percent are registered in communities
with more than 1 million persons. This order is retained when calculated as a percentage of CVAP.
However, as noted earlier in this report, the smallest jurisdictions have the largest number of
counties and towns that show more registered voters than the estimated VAP and CVAP.

Race and Ethnicity

Predominantly Hispanic communities have high levels of inactive voters on their rolls. Collectively,
nearly 23.7 percent of their rolls are inactive. This compares with just 16.4 percent in predominantly
African American jurisdictions and 14.9 in predominantly White communities. The predominately
Native American jurisdictions in the country had the lowest levels of inactive voters, just 12.0
percent of their rolls.

Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions also have the lowest voter registration rates in the country
(61.5 percent), especially when registration rates are calculated based on VAP. Rates are higher, and
on par with other jurisdictions, for Hispanic areas (81.4 percent) when non-citizens are removed
from the calculations. Native American jurisdictions have the highest registration rates (86.0 percent
of VAP, and 87.8 percent for CVAP).

Median Income

Jurisdictions with a median income of $40,000 to $45,000 have the highest share of inactive voters,
19.9 percent. On the other hand, jurisdictions with the lowest median income have the lowest share
of inactive voters, 9.7 percent. The lowest median income communities also have the highest
registration rates. This is likely because of the rural nature of low-income jurisdictions. But the
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authors caution against reaching too many conclusions based on this aggregate dataset. Precinct level
data would allow more concrete conclusions on this subject.

High School Education

Jurisdictions in the second lowest category of percentage of those with a high school education
reported the highest rates of inactive voters on their rolls, 18.5 percent. The lowest rate was reported
by the lowest education jurisdictions, at 9.6 percent. Excepting this, the share of inactive voters
tended to decrease as education increased. The higher the levels of high school education, generally
the higher the reported rates of registration. The lowest education jurisdictions defied the trend
slightly. This is true for both VAP and CVAP.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Jurisdictions covered by the language minority requirements of section 203 of the Voting Rights Act
appear to have nearly twice the numbers of inactive voters on their rolls (21.5 percent), compared
with jurisdictions that are not covered (12.1 percent).

Covered jurisdictions also have a significantly lower voter registration rate among the voting age
population, 70.6 percent compared with 83.8 percent for jurisdictions not covered by section 203.
The difference, however, lessens when citizenship is taken into account, 83.0 percent for covered
jurisdictions versus 87.3 percent for noncovered areas.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures
Section 5-covered jurisdictions have a slightly lower share of inactive voters, 15.1 versus 15.5

percent. Section 5 jurisdictions reported lower registration rates than other jurisdictions, 68.3 versus
77.2 percent for VAP and 75.6 versus 83.1 percent for CVAP.

Type of Voting Equipment

Jurisdictions that use lever machines and hand-counted paper ballots reported the lowest numbers of
inactive voters, 9.5 and 10.4 percent, respectively. Jurisdictions using paper ballots also have the
highest registration rates in the nation, 93.2 percent of VAP or 95.0 percent of CVAP. This is likely
because these jurisdictions tend to be rural and in the Midwest. Jurisdictions that used multiple
systems or optical scans reported the highest rates of inactive voters, 18.5 and 17.4 percent,
respectively. These jurisdictions were largely in-line with the registration rates of other
jurisdictions. Jurisdictions that used electronic machines reported the lowest registration rates, 75.9
percent of VAP and 82.7 percent of CVAP.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000

Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment since 2000 reported a higher percentage of inactive
voters on their files, 18.9 versus 13.8. However, jurisdictions that changed voting systems reported
lower registration rates than other jurisdictions, 74.1 versus 82.0 for VAP and 83.5 versus 87.1 for
CVAP.

Statewide Voter Registration Database
Jurisdictions in states with a statewide voter registration database in place for the 2004 election
reported a lower percentage of inactive voters than the rest of the nation, 11.0 versus 16.5 percent.
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Jurisdictions in states with a statewide voter registration database reported slightly lower registration
rates than other jurisdictions, 78.9 versus 79.7 percent for VAP; 82.7 versus 86.9 percent for CVAP.

Election Day Registration
Jurisdictions that allow EDR reported lower numbers of inactive voters on their rolls than other

jurisdictions, 10.5 versus 15.5 percent. In addition, EDR jurisdictions have higher registration rates
than other jurisdictions, 89.7 versus 78.9 for VAP and 92.2 versus 85.6 for CVAP.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

Jurisdictions in states that allowed provisional ballots to be counted if they were cast in any precinct
in the home jurisdiction reported nearly twice the numbers of inactive voters compared with
jurisdictions where voters could vote in their home precincts only, 20.9 versus 11.9 percent. The
“overall jurisdiction” communities also reported lower registration rates than the “in-precinct only”
areas, 74.0 versus 83.0 percent for VAP and 82.0 versus 88.6 percent for CVAP.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting

Jurisdictions that allow the more liberal practice of accepting no excuse absentee ballots reported a
higher share of inactive voters, 18.6 percent versus 13.3 percent. However, no excuse absentee
balloting jurisdictions reported lower rates of registration, 75.8 versus 81.9 percent of VAP and 84.2
versus 87.1 percent of CVAP.

Early Voting

Jurisdictions in states that allowed some form of early voting had a higher share of inactive voters,
18.2 percent versus 12.7 percent. However, these same jurisdictions tended to have lower
registration rates than those in states that do not have early voting provisions, 74.5 versus 83.5
percent of VAP and 83.1 versus 88.3 percent of CVAP.

Battleground States

Jurisdictions in 2004 battleground states tended to have fewer inactive voters on the rolls than those
in nonbattleground states, 13.8 percent versus 16.0 percent. However, the impact of the 2004
campaign can be seen in battleground states’ higher registration rates than nonbattleground states,
84.4 versus 76.9 percent for VAP and 88.8 versus 84.3 percent for CVAP.

Presidential Margin of Victory

There is no clear pattern of percentage of inactive voters by a jurisdiction’s presidential margin of
victory, ranging between 12.5 and 16.0 percent. There do not appear to be significant differences in
the level of inactive voters or registration rates whether jurisdictions had close or large margins of
victory in the 2004 presidential election, ranging between 78.2 and 85.9 percent of VAP and 84.2
and 89.4 percent of CVAP.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions strongly carried by Kerry in the presidential election of 2004 reported the highest share
of inactive registration, 20.0 percent, though there was no clear pattern among the remaining
jurisdictions, which ranged between 12.0 and 15.3 percent. Registration rates in jurisdictions carried
by Bush were similar to those jurisdictions carried by Kerry, ranging from 79.4 to 86.7 percent for
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Bush jurisdictions and 78.7 to 80.7 percent for Kerry jurisdictions, among VAP, and 83.2 to 90.3
percent for Bush jurisdictions and 86.3 to 88.8 percent for Kerry jurisdictions, among CVAP.
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Registration

EAC Election Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Juri Reporting Subject Matter|
Registration 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:02:44 Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent|
Election| Reported Percent| Percent| Increase if] Percent| Total Active Total Active
Administration| Total Active Active Inactive Inactive| Inactive Reg| Election Day Election Day|| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registr of| Cases| Registr of| Cases|
Code Name Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registration Registration| Cases i i i i Cases Registration| of VAP|>100%| of VAP|>100%| Citizen VAP(>100%)] Citizen VAP |>100%)
01 Alabama 67 2,597,629 67 2,597,629 67 100.0 245,356 63 10.4 75.8 5 75.8 5 76.9 5 76.9 5
02 Alaska 1 472,160 1 472,160 1 100.0! 100.5 1 100.5 1 103.8 1 103.8 1
04 Arizona 15| 2,642,120 15 2,642,120 15 100.0 253,833 15 9.6 63.0 63.0 70.1 1 70.1 1
05 Ar 75 1,699,934 75 1,495,645 75 88.0 204,289 74 12.1 82.1 4 72.3 1 84.0 4 73.9 2
06 California 58 16,646,555 58 16,646,555 58 100.0: 5,674,536 50 34.8 62.5 62.5 76.8 1 76.8 1
08 Colorado 64 3,101,956 64 2,405,306 64 77.5 696,650 64 22.5 89.7 19 69.6 3 95.9 24 74.4 3
09 Connecticut 169 1,831,567| 169 1,831,567| 169 100.0! 110,062 168 6.0] 68.2 2 68.2 2 72.9 2 72.9 2
10 Delaware 3 553,917 3 532,336 3 96.1 21,581 2 4.8 88.1 84.6 91.4 87.9
11 District of Columbia 1 383,919 1 383,919 1 100.0; 169,209 1 44.1 85.1 85.1 94.8 94.8
12 Florida 67 10,300,942 67 10,300,942 67 100.0! 950,710 63 9.7] 76.6 76.6 85.3 85.3
13 Georgia 159 4,248,802| 159 4,248,802| 159 100.0! 703,153| 159 16.5 65.0 65.0 69.0 69.0
15 Hawaii 5 647,238 4 580,035 4 89.6 67,203 4 10.4 66.0 59.2 71.9 64.4
16 Idaho 44 915,637 44 798,015 44 87.2 0 117,622 44 12.8 89.3 7 77.8 1 92.8 12 80.9 4
17 Illinois 110 7,195,882 104 7,195,882 104 100.0! 1,588,705 94 22.3 78.0 14 78.0 14 88.4 15 88.4 15
18 Indiana 92 4,296,602 92 4,296,602 92 100.0; 92.7 19 92.7 19 94.8 21 94.8 21
19 Iowa 99 2,226,721 98 2,080,886 98 93.5 159,897 98 7.2 98.3 14 91.9 4 100.6 18 94.0 5
20 Kansas 105 1,695,457| 105 1,582,832| 105 93.4 112,625 83 9.0 82.7 5 77.2 3 85.9 8 80.2 4
21 Kentucky 120 2,794,286 120 2,794,286 120 100.0! 87,998| 120 3.1 88.5 9 88.5 9 89.8 10 89.8 10
22 Louisiana 64 2,932,142 64 2,693,686 64 91.9 238,456 64 8.1 87.3 3 80.2 2 88.7 3 81.5 2
23 Maine 517 1,026,219| 517 1,026,219| 517 100.0! 54,750f 193 8.7] 98.8] 271 98.8| 271 100.3| 289 100.3| 289
24 Maryland 24 3,105,370 24 3,105,370 24 100.0; 225,376 24 7.3 73.9 73.9 78.8 78.8
25 t 351 4,098,634| 351 3,688,693 351 90.0 409,941 319 10.3 82.7 20 74.4 14 89.5 39 80.6 17,
26 Michigan 83 7,164,047 83 7,164,047 83 100.0; 94.1 9 94.1 9 97.2 12 97.2 12
27 i 87 2,977,496 87 2,977,496 87 100.0! 322,897 87 10.8 590,242 87 19.8 76.9 76.9 79.7 79.7
28 Mississippi 82 1,469,608 66 1,469,608 66 100.0; 215,741 53 16.0 83.0 20 83.0 20 83.8 21 83.8 21
29 Missouri 116 4,194,416| 116 3,642,606 116 86.8 551,810| 108 13.4 96.5 33 83.8 11 98.4 35 85.4 12
30 Montana 56 638,474 56 520,056 56 81.5 118,418 56 18.5 89.2 4 72.7 1 90.0 5 73.3 1
31 Nebraska 93 1,160,193 93 1,160,193 93 100.0! 0 88.1 16 88.1 16 91.2 16 91.2 16
32 Nevada 17| 1,073,869 17, 1,073,869 17 100.0; 171,686 17 16.0 61.8 1 61.8 1 69.9 1 69.9 1
33 New | ire 242 950,292| 241 855,861 241 90.1 94,431 237 9.9 95.0] 103 85.5 50 97.5| 118 87.8 54
34 New Jersey 21 5,011,693 21 4,643,061 21 92.6 459,505 21 9.2 76.2 70.6 85.4 79.1
35 New Mexico 33 505,356 20 464,393 20 91.9 40,963 16 9.1 79.1 72.7 85.4 2 78.5 1
36 New York 58 11,837,068 58 10,635,725 58 89.9 1,201,343 58 10.1 80.0 1 71.9 1 90.0 3 81.3 1
37 North Carolina 100 5,526,981 100 4,981,426| 100 90.1 545,555 98 9.9 86.2 7 77.7 2 90.2 10 81.3 2
38 North Dakota 53 490,179 53 100.0 101.2 40
39 Ohio 88 7,965,110 88 6,919,015 88 86.9 1,221,871 74 17.9 91.8 4 79.7 93.3 5 81.1
40 Oklahoma 77 2,143,978 77 1,840,028 77 85.8 303,950 77 14.2 80.5 1 69.1 82.8 1 71.1
41 Oregon 36 2,141,249 36 2,141,249 36 100.0! 552,125 35 26.0 77.4 77.4 82.5 82.5
42 Pennsylvania 67 8,366,455 67 8,366,455 67 100.0; 87.0 87.0 89.0 1 89.0 1
44 Rhode Island 39 707,234 39 707,234 39 100.0! 80,513 39 11.4 83.9 8 83.9 8 90.1 10 90.1 10
45 South Carolina 46 2,318,235 46 2,318,235 46 100.0; 342,231 46 14.8 73.0 73.0 74.6 74.6
46 South Dakota 66 502,261 66 502,261 66 100.0! 50,180 66 10.0 87.2 14 87.2 14 88.2 15 88.2 15
47 Tennessee 95 3,748,235 95 3,352,390 95 89.4 395,845 92 10.6 83.0 2 74.2 84.7 3 75.8
48 Texas 254 13,098,329 254 11,000,678| 254 84.0 2,097,651 250 16.0 80.5 34 67.6 10 90.7 59 76.2 17,
49 Utah 29 1,278,912 29 1,278,912 29 100.0; 243,881 25 19.5 77.7 6 77.7 6 82.6 12 82.6 12
50 Vermont 246 444,508 246 444,508 246 100.0! 91.1 47 91.1 47 92.9 52 92.9 52
|51 Virginia 134 4,515,675| 134 4,179,304| 134 92.6 336,371| 134 7.4 79.3 73.4 83.8 4 77.6
|53 hi 39 3,508,208 39 3,508,208 39 100.0! 468,147 39 13.3 74.1 74.1 79.5 79.5
|54 West Virginia 55 1,168,694 55 1,168,694 55 100.0; 81.7 1 81.7 1 82.2 1 82.2 1
|55 Wisconsin 1,910 4,179,774 1,894 2,439,282 314 85.1 443,772 348 15.3 99.8| 123 84.9 54 102.2| 543 87.6 64
56 Wyoming 23| 273,950 23 232,396 23 84.8 41,554 23 15.2 70.9 1 60.2 72.0 1 61.1
60 American 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 2,440,131 110 2,440,131 110 100.0! 0
78 Virgin Islands 1 50,731 1 50,731 1 100.0!
Total 6,568/(177,265,030|6,512| 165,877,539 4,879 94.5|| 21,695,013(3,049 12.4 18.5| 1,287,621| 739 16.0 79.5| 828 74.9| 600 86.0(1,423 81.2| 675
Maximum 1,910/ 16,646,555(1,894( 16,646,555| 517 100.0| 5,674,536| 319 22.5 44.1 590,242| 348 19.8 100.5| 271 100.5| 271 103.8| 543 103.8| 289
Average 119 3,344,623 122“ 3,189,952 93 95.0 516,547 78 11.6 15.5 257,524| 147 14.6 82.7 24 77.9 20 86.9 35| 82.0 19
Minimum 1 50,731 1] 50,731 1 77.5 0 1 4.8 3.1 41,554] 23 9.9 61.8 1 59.2 1] 69.0 1 61.1 1]
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05 Page 1 of 4
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Registration 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:02:44 Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent|
Election| Reported Percent| Percent| Increase iff Percent| Total Active Total Active
Administration| Total Active Active Inactive Inactive| Inactive Reg| Election Day Election Day|| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registr of| Cases| Registr of| Cases|
[Code Name Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases Registration Registration| Cases i i i i Cases Registration| of VAP[>100%| of VAP |>100%| Citizen VAP|>100%| Citizen VAP|>100%
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908| 14,484,493] 877 12,306,326] 327 87.5[ 1,805,790 101 17.2 71,653] 89 15.5] 86.6] 40 73.1] 22 93.3] 184 78.9] 24
Punch card 260| 15,767,547| 259| 15,068,416| 259 95.6] 2,318,032 172 19.1 81,348 19 13.9 80.7| 28 77.1] 21 86.9] 35 82.7] 26
Lever 394| 21,662,619 390[ 20,137,558] 380 93.0] 1,652,114 341 9.5 18,976] 10 18.4 80.7] 13 75.1 9 86.8] 20 81.6 9
Paper 1,734 3,085,167 1,733 2,457,622] 1,062 93.0 167,697| 345 10.4 47,019 210 11.1] 93.2| 383 85.7| 322 95.0] 567 87.5| 352
Optical scan 2,541 69,198,628] 2,523| 64,857,909] 2,121 95.0[  9,835,254] 1,455 17.4 954,593| 390 16.3 78.9] 346 74.7| 212 85.4| 581 81.0] 244
Electronic 608| 40,068,685 608 38,987,236] 608 97.3|  4,386,796] 547 12.6 707 1 11.8 75.9] 13 73.9] 10 82.7] 23 80.5| 14
Multiple Systems 123 12,997,891 122] 12,062,472 122 92.8| 1,529,330] 88 18.5 113,325] 20 19.2) 82.2 5 76.3 4 89.3] 13 82.9 6
Ch d Voting Since
2000 General Election|
Yes 1,753| 51,149,755] 1,746] 48,662,285] 1,105] 96.2]  8,214,986] 617] 18.9] I 362,120] 316] 15.5] 74.1] 247 71.0] 177[ 83.5] 457 80.2] 197
No 4,815| 126,115,275 4,766| 117,215,254] 3,774] 93.9| 13,480,027] 2,432] 13.8] Il 925,501 423 16.3| 82.0] 581 76.7] 423 87.1] 966 81.6] 478
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
Yes 1,335 37,384,852[ 1,321] 36,302,758] 1,321] 97.1]  3,121,657] 1,144] 11.0] I 590,242  87] 19.8[ 78.9]  60] 76.6] 52| 82.7] 87| 80.3] 62
No 5,233| 139,880,178] 5,191] 129,574,781] 3,558] 93.8|| 18,573,356] 1,905] 16.5] I 697,379 652] 13.8| 79.7] 768 74.5] 548 86.9] 1,336 81.4] 613]
Election Day Registration|
[Yes 2,823 10,323,368] 2,806 8,329,269 1,226] 92.5| 377,647  280] 10.5] [ 1,287,621] 739] 16.0[ 89.7] 505 81.7] 376 92.2] 963 84.2] 411
[No 3,745| 166,941,662] 3,706] 157,548,270] 3,653] 94.7| 21,317,366] 2,769] 15.5] I I 78.9] 323 74.6] 224 85.6] 460] 81.0] 264
Provisi | Ballot Accep
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 65,077,741] 1,143 63,330,247] 1,143 97.3[ 11,537,763] 798 20.9 74.0] 109 72.0] 84 82.0] 136 79.7] 103
In Precinct Only 4,350| 103,336,604| 4,316| 94,398,839] 2,736 92.5[ 9,779,603] 1,971 11.9 485,326| 371 15.3 83.0] 338 76.6] 194 88.6] 828 82.0] 225
None 1,056 8,850,685 1,053 8,148,453] 1,000 97.5 377,647] 280 10.5 802,295] 368 16.6) 85.6] 381 81.6] 322 88.2] 459 84.2] 347
No Excuse Absentee Balloting|
Yes 3,781 64,333,790] 3,750 59,674,288] 2,117] 95.4| 10,151,440] 1,028] 18.6] I 602,948  415] 14.7] 75.8] _ 540] 71.8] 426 84.2[ 1,055] 80.0[ 474
No 2,787| 112,931,240[ 2,762 106,203,251[ 2,762 94.0| 11,543,573] 2,021] 13.3] Il 684,673  324] 17.4) 81.9] 288 76.9] 174 87.1] 368 81.9] 201
Early Voting Allowed
[Yes 1,701 73,710,075[ 1,686| 68,331,736] 1,633] 93.3| 12,496,964] 1,216] 18.2] Il 159,176]  67] 13.4] 74.5] 148 69.4]  75[ 83.1] 244 77.5] 96|
[No 4,867| 103,554,955[ 4,826| 97,545,803 3,246 95.4]  9,198,049] 1,833] 12.7] [ 1,128,445 672] 16.5| 83.5] 680 79.4] 525 88.3[ 1,179 84.2] 579
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468| 50,756,496 453| 47,954,918] 452] 94.5[ 10,555,046] 424] 21.5] Il 14,226 5] 14.3| 70.6] 45| 66.7]  19[ 83.0 79| 78.3] 31
[No 6,100] 126,508,534] 6,059| 117,922,621] 4,427 94.6| 11,139,967] 2,625] 12.1] [ 1,273,395] 734] 16.1 83.8] 783 79.0] 581 87.3] 1,344] 82.4] 644
Covered By Section 5 of Votin:
Rights Acﬂ
[Yes Il 880| 40,868,855 864| 38,016,986] 864] 93.0[  6,073,109] 832] 15.1] Il 1,299] 8 11.5[ 73.4] 67| 68.3]  40[ 81.3] 99| 75.6] 49|
[No Il 5,688| 136,396,175[ 5,648 127,860,553] 4,015] 95.0[ 15,621,904 2,217] 15.5] | 1,286,322] 731] 16.1] 81.6] 761 77.2] 560| 87.6] 1,324| 83.1] 626
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Registration

EAC Election Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Juri Reporting Subject Matter|
Registration 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:02:44 Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent|
Election| Reported Percent| Percent| Increase if] Percent| Total Active Total Active
Administration| Total Active Active Inactive Inactive| Inactive Reg| Election Day Election Day|| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registr of| Cases| Registr of| Cases|
[Code  Name Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registration Registration| Cases i i i i Cases| Registration| of VAP|>100%)| of VAP|>100%| Citizen VAP|>100%| Citizen VAP |>100%|
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710 34,273,670| 1,709 32,199,323] 1,709 93.9 2,316,114 798 9.7 94,431 237 9.9 81.6| 452 76.7| 393 88.2] 514 83.5| 426
South 1,423 62,606,676| 1,407, 58,462,978]| 1,407 93.4 7,083,472( 1,320 11.7 79.1 86 73.8 50 84.3] 121 78.7 60
Midwest 2,902 44,048,138] 2,879 39,961,102] 1,246 94.6 4,007,985| 610 16.0 1,034,014| 435 17.6 89.4] 251 84.2| 144 93.6] 728 88.0| 164
West 420 33,845,684 406 32,763,274| 406 96.8 8,287,442 321 26.1 159,176 67 13.4 68.5 39 66.3 13 79.1 60 76.6 25
Territories 113 2,490,862 111 2,490,862 111 100.0; 0
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567 63,441,314| 566 59,292,913| 445 93.7 9,349,663 280 17.5 559,369| 145 16.4 77.3 58 72.4 27 88.7] 138 83.3 41
Suburban 871 47,552,530| 868 44,896,354 599 94.8 5,249,700| 420 14.1 256,655| 107 15.9 81.1 80 76.9 51 86.0| 179 81.5 59
Small Towns 1,710 44,193,768] 1,690 41,652,437 1,491 95.1 5,265,123| 952 14.8 234,646| 197 16.4 79.0] 220 75.0] 161 82.4] 335 78.2| 176
Rural 3,307 19,586,556/ 3,277 17,544,973] 2,233 94.5 1,830,527| 1,397 12.3 236,951] 290 15.1 84.2] 470 78.9| 361 86.6| 771 81.2| 399
Not Available - Territories 113 2,490,862 111 2,490,862 111 100.0; 0
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
<1,000 1,761 895,006 1,757 287,426| 588 96.7 5,852| 123 8.8 15,454 149 17.7 99.6| 268 95.6] 237 100.3] 470 96.8| 257
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,182,148( 1,164 1,384,367| 735 95.6 46,991| 315 7.4 48,102 196 12.0 96.3| 228 90.5| 170 97.6] 494 92.0| 186
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 5,966,645 1,037 5,494,187/ 1,010 94.3 336,266| 660 8.7 150,860 218 12.4 89.6] 189 84.3| 120 91.1] 253 85.7| 134
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 31,472,681| 1,681 29,632,870| 1,675 94.5 2,565,778( 1,343 10.3 395,175| 146 15.4 83.0] 117 78.4 64 85.0] 154 80.3 79
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 48,992,270| 582 45,811,079 579 93.9 5,148,210| 471 13.2 355,187 25 17.2 81.5 22 76.4 7 84.9 36 79.6 11
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 51,396,493| 139 48,600,987 139 94.6 6,803,334 114 16.5 322,839 4 19.1 80.9 4 76.5 2 87.7 13| 82.9 6
>=1,000,000 25| 33,867,508 25 32,174,367 25 95.0 6,788,582 23 21.6 70.0 66.5 83.7 3 80.1 2
Not Available 144 2,492,279 127 2,492,256 128 100.0! 0 4 1 14.8 35.8 18.9
Race and Ethnicity|
Predominently NH White 6,264| 163,662,585]| 6,234| 152,735,903| 4,608 94.4 19,330,247 2,915 14.9 1,287,461| 737 16.0 80.6| 796 75.9| 577 86.3| 1,380 81.4| 648
Predominently NH Black 85 3,098,023 81 3,019,933 81 97.5 500,485 76 16.4 77.4 17, 75.4 14 81.9 16 79.8 13
Predominently NH Native America 24 231,022 24 193,637 16 90.8| 25,511 13 12.0 156 1 38.2 86.0 5 77.2 5 87.8 11 78.9 5
Predominently Hispanic 50 7,749,995 45 7,411,162 45 95.6 1,832,292 44 23.7 61.5 10 58.8 4 81.4 15 77.8 9
Not Available 145 2,523,405] 128 2,516,904 129 99.7 6,478 1 20.8 4 1 14.8 96.7 76.6 101.5 1 80.3
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 2,504,552 287 2,375,742 258 95.4 213,755| 194 9.7 295 3 16.8[ 84.0 81 80.0 70 89.2 91 85.0 77
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 8,917,739| 871 8,142,330] 735 92.7 963,033| 547 12.4 10,562 20 12.4“ 81.8] 107 75.6 81 84.7] 166 78.3 95
>=%$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 22,970,583| 1,366 21,391,385] 1,096 94.4 2,248,875 735 13.3 191,448| 124 15.8 80.7| 146 75.9| 111 83.6] 241 78.7| 127
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 40,443,694| 1,213 37,271,917| 892 93.1 4,729,718| 550 13.8 257,295| 134 15.7 80.3] 162 74.6| 125 86.4] 246 80.5| 131
>=%$40,000 to <$45,000 881 37,780,840 877 35,581,341| 563 94.9 5,686,916| 295 19.9 158,333| 114 15.7 76.5 94 72.5 66 85.3] 167 80.9 77
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587 21,218,675| 587 19,910,108 363 94.8 2,958,204 199 16.6 180,853 96 16.4 78.3 78 74.1 52 84.9] 166 80.3 57
>=$50,000 1,180 40,936,586| 1,178 38,712,415| 841 95.6 4,894,512| 529 14.6 488,831 247 16.4 80.8] 159 77.1 94 88.4| 346 84.3| 111
Not Available 151 2,492,361 133 2,492,301 131 100.0; 0 4 1 14.8 52.7 1 35.2 1 45.6 45.6
High School Education|
< 60% 126 1,817,027| 124 1,686,494| 119 93.0 163,910| 104 9.6 22 1 8.8 75.9 29 70.6 24 88.1 35 81.9 29
>=60% to <70% 661 14,944,978| 648 14,489,498| 580 97.2 2,652,049 521 18.5 1,201 5 12.3 66.6 57 64.6 43 78.4 80 76.1 47
>=70% to <80% 1,646 49,285,773| 1,631 45,617,972| 1,224 93.2 6,695,452| 879 16.1 152,083 91 15.4 77.1] 123 71.8 90 84.2] 250 78.5| 105]
>=80% to <90% 3,111 93,198,279] 3,105 87,425,017] 2,123 95.0f 10,587,245( 1,192 14.9 637,418| 411 16.1 82.4] 367 78.1| 270 87.2] 699 82.6| 300
>=90% 873 15,495,512 871 14,141,635| 702 93.0 1,589,879| 352 12.8 496,893 230 16.2 86.5| 251 80.2| 172 92.0] 358 85.4| 194
Not il 151 2,523,461 133 2,516,923 131 99.7 6,478 1 20.8 4 1 14.8 96.7 1 76.6 1 101.5 1 80.3
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Registration

EAC Election Day Survey |

Cases = Number of Juri:

Reporting Subject Matter|

Registration 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:02:44 Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent|
Election| Reported Percent| Percent| Increase if] Percent| Total Active Total Active
Administration| Total Active Active Inactive Inactive| Inactive Reg| Election Day Election Day|| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registr of| Cases| Registr of| Cases|
Code Name Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases| Registration| Cases| Registration| Registration| Cases istrati istrati Cases| Registration of VAP|>100%| of VAP|>100%]|| _Citizen VAP|>100%]|| _Citizen VAP|>100%)
Political

Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|

[Yes 3,093] 64,166,639] 3,062 59,646,074 1,482] 94.9|  5,594,878] 690] 13.8] [ 1,128,445] 672] 16.5[ 84.4] 311 79.8] 134 88.8] 765 84.1] 157

[No 3,475| 113,098,391] 3,450| 106,231,465] 3,397] 94.3| 16,100,135 2,359] 16.0] I 159,176] 67| 13.4) 76.9] 517 72.4] 466 84.3] 658 79.5] 518]
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|

< 2.5% 515 15,923,548] 513| 14,919,388] 359 94.5[  1,671,431] 213 14.2 129,495 76 16.1 83.2 75 78.4 55 88.5] 129 83.5 64

>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 11,133,130 472 10,464,146 327 95.0) 1,068,379| 180 12.6 91,415 60 16.3 79.3 63 75.2 52| 84.2| 108 79.8 54

>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 13,830,932 508 13,113,160 348 95.8] 1,697,412 214 14.2 94,261 64 18.2 78.3] 63 748 47 86.3] 115 82.5| 57

>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429 8,833,490| 428 8,191,009 291 94.0; 916,839 164 13.3 51,546 61 13.2 86.0 55 80.7 42 89.4| 104 83.9 45

>=10.0 % 4,492| 125,044,988] 4,463| 116,692,695 3,433 94.3| 16,340,905 2,277 16.0 920,429] 475 16.0 78.8] 571 74.1] 403 85.5] 965 80.6] 454
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won Byj|
in 2004 Presidential Election)

Bush > 55% 3,115 68,178,580] 3,094 63,589,240 2,411 94.7, 7,327,052| 1,661 13.5 432,462 329 14.9 79.4| 318 74.9] 203 83.2| 589 78.6] 227

Bush 50% to 55% 982 26,682,203| 979 24,709,512 666 93.6) 3,256,469| 383 15.3 248,572| 153 17.2 81.4| 117 76.1 83| 87.6| 224 81.9 92|

Bush < 50% 136 2,041,746| 135 1,896,917 103 94.1] 195,994 47 12.0 20,194 17 13.2 86.6 26 81.4 20, 90.3 43 84.9 22

Kerry < 50% 150 4,850,492| 150] 4,674,613] 105 97.0 460,164 68 14.0 13,076 16 14.1] 82.4] 28 79.9] 23 87.8] 40 85.1] 28

Kerry 50% to 55% 872 23,160,396| 866 21,666,572| 610 94.4 2,321,254| 360 12.1 114,988| 106 15.1 80.5| 114 75.9 92, 86.9| 187 81.8] 102

Kerry > 55% 1,161( 49,846,628| 1,154 46,837,501 857 94.4/ 8,134,033] 529 19.5 457,854| 115 17.1 77.7] 220 73.2| 174 88.7| 334 84.0 199

Tied 25 14,032 21 12,312 12 96.3] 47 1 5.1 475 3 9.4 98.4 5 94.5 5) 99.0 6 95.2 5)
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Chapter 3
Ballots Counted

One would think that determining how many people turned out for an election would be asimple
proposition. Not in the current state of the American election system. Different states, and even
different jurisdictionsin a given state, use different definitions, and, therefore, report different
numbers. Some states and local jurisdictions simply report the number of people who voted as the
total number of votes cast for all the candidates for the office on the ballot that received the highest
number of votes. Immediately after World War 11, nearly three-quarters of the country followed this
practice. But as time went on and states began keeping track of vote history in voter registration
files, it became apparent that slightly more people actually turned out to vote than voted for the
highest office on the ballot. By 2002, thirty-nine states were reporting real turnout numbers. By 2004
several more states had either passed laws or adopted administrative procedures to report this data.

The Election Day Survey, however, adds another definition to the mix by asking for the “total
number of ballots counted” as well as the number of ballots cast. Are ballots that were rejected
included in this number—that is, one cast by a voter who showed up at the polls and cast what he or
she thought was a valid vote? The definition section of the survey said, “ The number provided in
response to this question should include all ballots that were counted during Election Day, absentee,
early voting, or late counting for the November 2, 2004, election (e.g., paper, electronic, military,
absentee, and provisional ballots.” But what is being counted? We heard reports that some
jurisdictions responding to this survey reported the total number of actual physical ballots or pieces
of paper they counted, so that when an individual voter was provided with several ballot cards upon
which to vote for different contests or measures, the number of ballots counted were two or three
times the number of people who turned out.

Applicability and Coverage

An analysis of the 2004 data reported to the EAC showed that in 903 jurisdictionsin 21 different
states, including the entire state of Arkansas and most of the states of Vermont and Wisconsin, the
reported number of ballots counted was identical to the number of votes cast for the office of
president. The states where small numbers of jurisdictions submitted similar reports are Alabama,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, lowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Missouri,
Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin.
Data and reports from all other states clearly showed that more people participated in the election
than those that just voted for president.

In addition, Election Data Services maintains its own data collection of election returns and turnout
measures. Comparing what we call “Maximum V ote Turnout”—i.e., the highest of either the total
voter turnout, or, where not reported, the total number of votes cast for all the candidates for the
office on the ballot that received the highest number of votes —to the numbers that were reported on
the survey to the EAC, we found that nearly 2.4 million more people voted in the 2004 el ection than
was reported to the EAC. Several states turned in data that was incomplete: data was missing from
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certain local jurisdictions. For example, the state of Pennsylvania left out datafor the largest
counties—Erie, Berks, Philadelphia, and Allegheny (Pittsburgh)—along with 17 other counties. All
told, 6,488 of the 6,568 jurisdictions in our database provided data on the number of ballots counted.

Overall, 53 jurisdictionsin the EA C database showed more ballots cast than there were registered
votersin the jurisdiction. More than half of these occurred in Wisconsin, which alows Election Day
registration and has nearly 2,000 townships and municipalities. Minnesota also has several
jurisdictions with more than 100 percent of persons on the registration rolls turning out to vote. Like
Wisconsin, Minnesota also allows Election Day registration, but the datais at the county level.

When one shifts to voting age population, 78 jurisdictions showed more persons voting than the
estimated voting age population, and 83 jurisdictions showed more votes cast than the estimated
citizen voting age population. Most of these, however, are very small jurisdictions (notably in Maine
and Wisconsin) where small numbers of people can be dlightly off in the estimating process and are
therefore more likely to be in contrast with other small data for the jurisdiction. For example, the
estimation process may calculate 85 persons of voting age while the registration counts show there
are 87 persons registered.

Election administrators tend to look at turnout as measured against registered voters. These are two
numbers that they know for their own jurisdiction and they can calculate for each election. On the
other hand, academics and some political observers tend to calculate turnout against the base of
voting age population. They do this because of the general belief that registration rolls contain
varying levels of “deadwood” and inaccuracies and that voting age population provides a better base
to use for comparative analysis. In the past severa years, some academics (including the consultant
on this project) have sought to modify the voting age population to take out the impact of non-
citizens and other demographic groups not eligible to be part of the electorate. For the purposes of
this study, we have calculated turnout using all three methods.

Historical Context

Traditionally, turnout in United States el ections has been measured by the total number of votes cast
for the “highest office.” In apresidential election, such as 2004, the highest office is the president.
In other elections, particularly in non-presidential election years, highest office has been defined as
the highest vote-getting office among U.S. Senate, governor, or the sum of al the U.S. House races
in the state.

Although similar sounding, the total number of ballots cast or counted is not the same as the total
number of ballots cast for the highest office. Some voters, either intentionally or by error, may not
record a vote for the highest office on the ballot. Y et, not all blank ballots are errors. For example,
3,688 Nevada voters, or 0.44 percent, choose “None of these Candidates’ in the 2004 presidential
race. Although that choicein Nevadais generally considered a“ candidate” in the traditional sense of
the word, Nevada' s choice suggests that in states where voters do not have asimilar choice, many
abstain from the presidential election, but may vote for another office on the same ballot.

In testimony before the EAC in May 2004, this study’ s author presented a historical compilation of
the difference between the total number of ballots cast and the vote for highest office. It was shown
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as percent drop-off, and is reproduced below in Table 3a. For more information on drop-off, see

Table 3a. Electoral Drop-Off Rates, 1948-2004

Chapter 7.
Number of States
Reporting Voter
Year Turnout
2004 44
2002 40
2000 40
1998 40
1996 37
1994 39
1992 36
1990 34
1988 33
1986 34
1984 33
1982 32
1980 34
1978 29
1976 29
1974 26
1972 26
1970 25
1968 24
1966 23
1964 22
1962 23
1960 23
1958 19
1956 18
1954 17
1952 17
1950 18
1948 17

Actual Voter

Turnout
105,357,390
62,219,507
82,563,022
57,597,179
70,638,630

55,805,112
73,974,912
44,890,326
58,081,471
42,197,435

58,509,636
45,713,433
55,797,469
37,827,229
49,489,395

31,624,018
42,582,628
32,836,937
37,968,112
31,645,227

37,724,809
30,439,966
38,670,435
28,893,207
33,935,458

23,986,530
31,467,386
24,614,402
28,121,161

Highest Office

Turnout*
104,322,648
60,795,899
81,059,934
55,856,233
69,216,868

54,313,318
72,629,643
43,409,816
56,668,654
40,400,221

57,113,439
44,314,060
54,670,075
36,520,648
48,377,768

30,604,755
41,458,146
31,973,277
37,389,644
30,952,233

36,995,735
29,813,476
38,076,980
28,075,937
33,250,227

23,395,912
30,985,652
23,883,751
27,485,591

Drop-Off Rate
0.98%
2.29%
1.82%
3.02%
2.01%

2.67%
1.82%
3.30%
2.43%
4.26%

2.39%
3.06%
2.02%
3.45%
2.25%

3.22%
2.64%
2.63%
1.52%
2.19%

1.93%
2.06%
1.53%
2.83%
2.02%

2.46%
1.53%
2.97%
2.26%

*Total number of votes cast for all the candidates for the office on the ballot that received the highest number of votes.

Source: Election Data Services, Inc.
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The Election Day Survey represents the first systematic attempt by afederal agency to collect the
total number of ballots cast in afederal election. Previously, some states have reported the total
number of ballots cast as a part of their election results. In post-World War Il elections, 17 states
reported total number of ballots cast in 1948 and 39 reported in 2002. Although the data for 2004 is
not complete, the request for total number of ballots cast on the Election Day Survey has produced a
greater number of voter turnout reports.

Survey Results

Table 3 presents data on the number of ballots counted from question 2 on the Election Day Survey.
In the table, the number of ballots counted is calculated as a percentage of the reported total number
of registered voters as well as the voting age population (VAP) and the citizen voting age population
(CVAP). The column headingsin Table 3 are as follows:
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11

12

13

14

15
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Column Headings for Table 3. Ballots Counted

Heading
Code

Name

Jurisdiction

2004 Estimated VAP

2004 Est.
Citizen VAP

Cases

Total
Registration

Cases

Total Ballots Counted
Cases

Percent Ballots
Counted of Registration

Cases

Cases > 100%

Percent Ballots Counted
of VAP

Cases

Description
State census code

Respondent to Election Day Survey
Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22

Estimated November 2004 voting age population (VAP) from
col. 4 of Table1

Estimated November 2004 citizen voting age population (CVAP)
fromcol. 4 of Table 1

Number of jurisdictions for which 2004 VAP and CVAP esti-
mates were constructed

Number of active and inactive registered voters, number of per-
sons who voted on Election Day in six states, and VAP data for
North Dakota and jurisdictions in Wisconsin that do not have
voter registration, from col. 4 of Table 2

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 1, that
provided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP data
was substituted for voter registration data

Number of ballots counted from survey question 2
Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 2

Number of ballots counted (col. 9) divided by the number of reg-
istered voters (col. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey questions 1 and
2, that provided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP
data was substituted for voter registration data

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of ballots
counted (col. 9) is greater than the reported number of registered
voters (col. 7).

Number of ballots counted (col. 9) divided by the estimated vot-
ing age population (col. 4))

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 2 and
for which 2004 VAP estimates were constructed
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Column Headings for Table 3 (cont.)

Col. Heading  Description
16 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of ballots
counted (col. 9) is greater than the estimated VAP (cal. 4).
17 Percent Ballots Number of ballots counted (col. 9) divided by the estimated citi-

Counted of Citizen VAP  zen voting age population (col. 5)

18 Cases  Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 2 and
for which 2004 CV AP estimates were constructed

19 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of ballots
counted (col. 9) is greater than the estimated CVAP (cal. 5).
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 3 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Pre-clearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 3 aswell as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

Overall, the EAC Election Day Survey found that over 121.8 million ballots were reported as
counted in the 2004 general election, but not all jurisdictions reported data to the EAC. Other
election studies have shown that over 123 million ballots were cast. We attribute the differenceto
jurisdictions not reporting total ballots counted. The EAC dataset shows that 70.4 percent of the total
registered voters turned out to vote. Because states differ on whether their registration counts
include “inactive voters’ or not, we have also calculated turn-out percentages on the basis of just
“active” registrations, which are available from all states. This has the impact of raising the percent
of active registered voters that turned out to 74.6 percent. However, when voting age population is
used as the denominator, only 55.8 percent of persons over 18 voted last fall. If non-citizens are
excluded, the turnout rate increases to 60.7 percent of the citizen voting age population. Despite the
data missing from some jurisdictions, these overall turnout rates are in line with other studies of
turnout rates.

States

State turnout rates vary widely. The variation is widest when one studies turnout rates of registered
voters because the registration numbers themselves are different based on the state’ sinclusion or
exclusion of “inactive” registrations. Minnesota reported the highest turnout of registered voters
(95.5 percent), while Wyoming came in second at 89.7 percent. On the opposite end of the scale,
Texas reported the lowest turnout of registered voters, at just 57.3 percent. Thisis more likely
because inactive voters were included in Texas' registration figures, thereby driving up the
denominator in the turnout equation. Table 3b ranks states by turnout percentages for three different
methods.
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By excluding registration from the mix and just studying the percent of the voting age population
that had their ballots counted, Minnesota till remains at the top of thelist. Thisis aso the case for
citizen voting age population. The northern states of Maine, Wisconsin, New Hampshire, Oregon
and South Dakota round out the half dozen top turnout states for voting age population as well as
citizen voting age popul ation.
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Table 3b Turnout Rates Sorted

Percent Percent Parcent|
Ballots Ballots Ballots
Counted of Counted Counted of
|Ranking MName Registration| Name of VAP |Name Citizen VAP
1 Minnasota 55.5[Minnesota 73.4[Minnesota 76.1
2 Wyoming 85.7 |Maine 72.7|Wisconsin 74.1
E] Connecticut 87.1|Wisconsin 72.4|Maine 73.7
4 Dregon 35.5|New Hampshire 58.6|0regon 71.4
5 Washington 82.2|South Dakota 58.3|New Hampshire 704
] Puerto Rico Bl.6|0regon 55,9 South Dakota &9.4
7 South Dakota 78.6|Alaska 66,9 Alaska 69.2
8 Georgia 73.1|Iowa 56.8|Iowa &84
E] Nevada 77.5|Dhio 55,0|0hio 67.2
10 Arizona 77.1[{North Dakota 54. 3| Colorado 66,4
11 Maryland 77| Vermont 54.4|Michigan 66,2
12 Califarnia 73.4|Michigan a4, 0| Vermont 63.7
13 Florida 74.2|Montana 53.7|Washington 3.4
14 Utah 73.7|Missouri 53.7|North Dakota 63.2
15 Maine 73.5|Wyoming 63.6|Missouri 54.9
16 Alabama 72.7|Colorado 52.1|Wyoming 64.5
17 New Jersaey 72.45|Pennsylvania 51.3|Montana 4.3
18 Wisconsin 72.5|Washington 51.0|Massachusetts 54.0
19 New Hampshire 72.2|Nebraska 5, 2| Connecticut 63.4
20 Illinois 72.0|Delaware 50.0(Flarida 63.3
21 Ohio 71.9(Idaho 39.8(Illinois &63.2
22 Pennsylvania 71.7|Connecticut 559.4| Pennsylvania 62.6
23 Montana 71.4[Massachusetts 39.1|Delawarea 6.3
24 Massachusetis 71.4|Kansas 58.3|Nebraska 62.3
25 Virginia 71.4|Louisiana 53.3| Idaho 62.1
26 Kansas 70 8| Kentucky 57.3|New Jersey 62.0
27 Vermont 70.7|Utah 37.23|New York 61.2
28 South Carolina 73.2|Maryland 57.0|Utah 50.8
29 Colorado 55.2(Florida 56.5|Kansas 50.8
30 DOklahoma 53.8|Virginia 55.6|Maryland &0.8
31 Nebrashka 53. 3| INinais 56, 3| Virginia 55.8
32 Delaware 53.1|North Carolina 35,7 |Louisiana 9.2
33 Michigan 3. 1| Alabama 55.4| Kentucky 58.4
34 Iowa 53.0|New Jersay 55.4|North Carolina 38.3
35 Idaho 55.9|0klahoma 55.3|California 58.2
36 Louisiana 55.7 | Tennessaea 54.4|0klahoma 56.9
37 Haweaii 55.45|Mississippi 54.4| District of Columj 56.8
38 Alaska 55.6(Indiana 54. 2| Alabama 6.2
39 Missouri 55.9|West Virginia 53.5|Rhode Island 6.1
40 Mississippi 55.9|Rhode Island 52. 3| Tennessee 33.6
41 West Virginia 55.9|South Carolina 51.2|Indiana Ja.d
42 Tennassae 55.6|New Maxico 51.1[New Mexico Joh2
43 Kentucky 55.0|District of Colum| 51.0|Mississippi 54.9
44 North Carolina 4.6 Arkansas 51.0|West Virginia 54.1
45 New Mexico g4.5|Georgia 50,5 Nevada 54.1
4G North Dakota 4. 5| New York S50.4| Arizona 54.1
47 New York 2. 9| Arizona 43.6|Georgia 33.9
48 Rhode Island 52,3 (Nevada 47.9(South Carolina 324
49 Arkansas 2. 1| California 47. 3| Arkansas 32.1
50 Virgin Islands 51.9|Texas 45.2|Texas 52.0
51 District of Colum 39.9|Hawaii 44,0 Hawaii 47.9
52 Indiana 58.5[Amearican Samoa Amearican Samoa
53 Texas 57.3|[Guam Guam
54 American Samoa Puerto Rico Puerto Rico
55 Guam Virgin Islands |Virgin Islands
Total 74| Total 55.8|Total 60.7
Maximum 95.5 | Maximum 32.0[Maximum F6.1
Avearage 71.0{Average 10.0|Average G1.4
Minimum 57.3|Minimum 1.0 Minimum 47.9
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At the bottom of the scale, Texas and Hawaii report the lowest turnout rates when compared with
voting age population and citizen voting age popul ation. Southern states dominate the lowest turnout
jurisdictions.

Regions

Reported turnout of registered votersis highest in the West, more than likely due to the dominance
of Californiain the region and that California excludes inactive voters from its registration counts.
Turnout islowest in the southern part of the nation.

When calculating turnout rates based on voting age population, thereisareversal in the West. That
region of the nation becomes the lowest in turnout of voting age population and the second lowest in
turnout by citizen voting age population. The Midwest region reported the highest turnout in the
nation on either basis.

Urban to Rural

Suburban communities in the nation reported the highest turnout rates of any population group. This
was the case, for all population groups except citizen voting age, where urban areas has dlightly
higher turnout rate.

Rural areas reported the lowest voting rates among registered and citizen voting age population.
Urban areas reported the lowest voting age population turnout rate, due to the sizable non-citizen
population in urban areas. When excluding non-citizen, urban areas had a nearly 10 percentage
point increase in turn-out, from 53.4 for total voting age population to 62.3 for citizen voting age
popul ation.

Size of Jurisdiction

Reported turnout rates are generally higher in the smallest jurisdictions than in the largest
jurisdictions, though the differences are slight when studying the impact of registration. The pattern
is more pronounced when the voting age population and citizen voting age population is examined.
For example, turn-out of voting age population was 71.4 percent in jurisdictions with less than 1,000
people, but dropped to just 47.4 percent for jurisdictions that had more than 1 million persons.

Race and Ethnicity

Turnout rates are highest in predominately white communities and the lowest, by a significant
degree, in predominately Native American areas. Thisistrue for both registration and citizen
population based calculations. However, when overall voting age population is used, the
predominately Hispanic communities had the lowest turnout rate (41.3%).

Median Income
Higher median income is related to the higher reported turnout rate for all methods of calculating
turnout rates.

High School Education
Higher levels of high school education are related to higher turnout rates for all methods of
calculating turnout rates.
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Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Jurisdictions covered by Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act requiring language assistance at the
polls tended to report lower turnout rates than jurisdictions not covered by the provisions. The
difference is slight for registration turnout rates, largest for voting age population (over 10
percentage points), and about five percentage points for citizen voting age population.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures
Jurisdictions covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act reported lower voting rates than those
jurisdictions not covered, for al methods of calculating turnout rates.

Type of Voting Equipment

Jurisdictions that used hand-counted paper ballots reported the highest turnout rates of any type of
voting system for population-based turnout rates. However, when calculating turn-out as a percent
of registered voters, those jurisdictions using optical scan voting equipment had the highest turnout
rate of all voting systems. Jurisdictions that used lever machines had the lowest turnout rate for
registration and voting age popul ation based methods of calculating turnout rates. Surprisingly,
jurisdictions that used electronic voting machines reported the lowest turnout rates when measured
by citizen voting age population and the second lowest on overall voting age population.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000

Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment in the past four years reported slightly higher turnout
rates among registered voters than those jurisdictions that did not change. For voting age population
and citizen voting age turnout rates, jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported slightly
lower turnout rates.

Statewide Voter Registration Database

Jurisdictions in states with a statewide voter registration database reported slightly higher turnout
rates for registration and voting age population than jurisdictions in other states. Jurisdictions with
statewide voter registration databases reported a dightly lower citizen voting age population turnout
rate.

Election Day Registration

States that allow Election Day registration reported a significantly higher turnout rate than other
states for all methods of calculating turnout rates. The difference in this category was the largest of
any type of election administration procedure.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

Turnout rates based on voter registration are slightly higher in jurisdictions that accept provisional
ballots cast anywhere in ajurisdiction than in other jurisdictions. The pattern is reversed for turnout
rates calculated for voting age or citizen voting age popul ation.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting
Jurisdictions that allowed no excuse absentee balloting reported a slightly higher registration and
citizen voting age population turnout rate but alower voting age population turnout rate.
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Early Voting

Surprisingly, early voting actually had the opposite effect from what one would have anticipated.
According to the datain the EAC dataset, jurisdictions that allow early voting actually reported a
lower turnout rate than other non-early-voting jurisdictions, for all methods of calculating turnout
rates.

Battleground States
Being a battleground state clearly had a positive impact on getting out the vote. Battleground states
reported higher turnout rates than other states for all methods of calculating turnout rates.

Presidential Margin of Victory
Presidential margin of victory within ajurisdiction was unrelated to turnout rates, regardless of
which method of calculating turnout rates was used.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions
Jurisdictions won by Kerry in the 2004 election tended to report a dightly higher turnout rate than
those carried by President Bush, for all methods of calculating turnout rates.
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Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:07 Percent Percent Percent Percent
Election| Total Ballots Ballots Counted Ballots| Ballots|
Administration| 2004 2004 Est. Reported Ballots| Counted of| Cases| Of Active Cases| Counted Cases| Counted of| Cases|
Code Name Jurisdicti i VAP Citizen Vap| Cases| Registration| Cases| Counted| Cases| Registration| Cases|>100% Registration| Cases| >100% of VAP| Cases(>100% Citizen VAP| Cases|>100%
o1 A 67| 3,425,821 3,376,112 67 2,597,629 67 1,683,735 61 72.7 61 72.7 61 55.4 61 56.2 61
02 Alaska 1 470,027 454,708 1 472,160 1 314,502 1 66.6 1 66.6 1 66.9 1 69.2 1
04 Arizona 15 4,194,390 3,770,203 15 2,642,120 15 2,038,077 15 77.1 15 77.1 15 48.6 15 54.1 15
05 Arl 75 2,069,560 2,024,200 75 1,699,934 75! 1,055,510 75 62.1 75 70.6 75 51.0 75 52.1 75
06 California 58 26,647,955 21,671,670 58 16,646,555 58 12,359,633 53 75.6 53 75.6 53 47.3 53 58.2 53
08 Colorado 64 3,456,263 3,233,934 64 3,101,956 64/ 2,148,036 64 69.2 64 89.3 64 62.1 64 2 66.4 64 2
09 Connecticut 169_| 2,684,372 2,514,118 169 1,831,567 169 1,595,013 169 87.1 169 6 87.1 169 6 59.4 169 1 63.4 169 1
10 Delaware 3 629,009 605,748 3 553,917 3| 377,407 3 68.1 3 70.9 3 60.0 3 62.3 3
11 District of Ci 1 451,039 405,042 1 383,919 1 230,105 1 59.9 1 59.9 1 51.0 1 56.8 1
12 Florida 67 13,441,568 12,076,990 67 10,300,942 67! 7,639,949 67 74.2 67 74.2 67 56.8 67 63.3 67
13 Georgia 159 6,534,852 6,159,729 159 4,248,802 159 3,317,336 159 78.1 159 78.1 159 50.8 159 53.9 159
15 Hawaii 5j| 980,154 900,647 5 647,238 4 431,203 4 66.6 4 74.3 4 44.0 4 47.9 4
16 Idaho 44 1,025,457 986,664 44 915,637 44 612,786 44 66.9 44 76.8 44 59.8 44 62.1 44
17 Illinois 110 9,518,482 6,471,142 102 7,195,882 104 5,361,048 110 72.0 104 1 72.0 104 1 56.3 110 63.2 102
18 Indi 92| 4,635,665 4,534,543 92 4,296,602 92| 2,512,142 92 58.5 92 58.5 92 54.2 92 55.4 92
19 Iowa 99 2,274,174 2,221,452 99 2,226,721 98! 1,513,894 98 68.0 98 72.8 98 1 66.8 98 1 68.4 98 1
20 Kansas 105| 2,049,512 1,972,661 105 1,695,457 105 1,199,590 105 70.8 105 75.8 105 1 58.5 105 60.8 105
21 Kentucky 120| 3,157,197 3,110,923 120 2,794,286 120 1,816,867 120 65.0 120 65.0 120 57.5 120 58.4 120
22 Louisi 64 3,358,452 3,305,044 64 2,932,142 64/ 1,956,590 64 66.7 64 72.6 64 58.3 64 59.2 64
23 Maine 517 1,037,050 1,022,248 505 1,026,219 517 754,777 517 73.5 517 73.5 517 72.7 506 27 73.7 505 26
24 Maryland 24 4,200,854 3,940,414 24 3,105,370 24/ 2,395,127 24 77.1 24 77.1 24 57.0 24 60.8 24
25 M. k 351 4,956,454 4,577,316 351 4,098,634 351 2,927,455 351 71.4| 351 79.4 351 1 59.1 351 3 64.0] 351 4
26 Michigan 83 7,616,344 7,369,271 83 7,164,047 83 4,876,237 83 68.1 83 68.1 83 64.0 83 66.2 83
27 Mi ta 87 3,872,349 3,736,578 87 2,977,496 87! 2,842,912 87 95.5 87 12 95.5 87 12 73.4 87 76.1 87
28 82| 2,139,817 2,118,126 82 1,469,608 66! 1,163,460 82 65.9 66 65.9 66 54.4 82 54.9 82
29 i 116 4,344,660 4,263,417 116 4,194,416 116 2,765,960 116 65.9 116 75.9 116 63.7 116 2 64.9 116 2
30 M 56 715,495 709,037 56 638,474 56 456,096 56 71.4 56 87.7 56 63.7 56 64.3 56
31 Nebraska 93 1,316,475 1,272,795 93 1,160,193 93 792,910 93 68.3 93 68.3 93 60.2 93 62.3 93
32 Nevada 17_|| 1,737,781 1,536,969 17 1,073,869 17 831,833 17 77.5 17 77.5 17 47.9 17 54.1 17
33 New | hire 242 1,000,557 975,065 238 950,292 241 686,390| 241 72.2| 241 1 80.2 241 2 68.6] 239 6 70.4] 238 6
34 New Jersey 21 6,573,010 5,871,639 21 5,011,693 21 3,639,612 21 72.6 21 78.4 21 55.4 21 62.0 21
35 New Mexico 33 1,402,999 1,316,405 33 505,356 20! 328,636 21 64.6 20 70.3 20 51.1 21 55.2 21
36 New York 58 14,790,540 8,156,036 57 11,837,068 58 7,448,266 58 62.9 58 70.0 58 50.4 58 61.2 57
37 North Carolina 100| 6,414,796 6,129,162 100 5,526,981 100 3,571,420 100 64.6 100 71.7 100 55.7 100 58.3 100
38 North Dakota 52“ 490,179 484,528 53 490,179 53 316,049 53 64.5 53 64.5 53 65.2 53
39 Ohio 88| 8,680,792 8,532,693 88 7,965,110 88! 5,730,867 88 71.9 88 82.8 88 2 66.0 88 67.2 88
40 Oklah 77_|| 2,664,520 2,589,344 77 2,143,978 77 1,474,304 77 68.8 77 80.1 77 55.3 77 56.9 77
41 Oregon 36 2,766,936 2,594,416 36 2,141,249 36! 1,851,671 36 86.5 36 86.5 36 66.9 36 71.4 36
42 Pennsylvania 67| 9,615,172 9,395,376 67 8,366,455 67 3,006,146 46 71.7 46 71.7 46 61.3 46 62.6 46
44 Rhode Island 39 842,911 785,112 39 707,234 39! 440,743 39 62.3 39 62.3 39 52.3 39 1 56.1 39 1
45 South Carolina 46| 3,174,262 3,106,879 46 2,318,235 46 1,626,720 46 70.2 46 70.2 46 51.2 46 52.4 46
46 South Dakota 66 576,196 569,346 66 502,261 66! 394,930 66 78.6 66 78.6 66 68.5 66 69.4 66
47 T 95 4,516,679 4,423,433 95 3,748,235 95! 2,458,213 95 65.6 95 73.3 95 54.4 95 55.6 95
48 Texas 254 16,263,861 14,443,878 254 13,098,329 254 7,507,333 254 57.3] 254 68.2 254 46.2| 254 1 52.0[ 254 1
49 Utah 29 1,645,366 1,548,346 29 1,278,912 29| 942,045 29 73.7 29 73.7 29 57.3 29 60.8 29
50 Vermont 246 487,977 478,434| 246 444,508 246 313,973 245 70.7] 245 70.7 245 64.4| 245 2 65.7| 245 3
51 Virginia 134 5,695,220 5,388,364 134 4,515,675 134 3,223,156 134 71.4 134 77.1 134 56.6 134 59.8 134
53 Washi on 39 4,732,158 4,414,206 39 3,508,208 39! 2,885,001 39 82.2 39 82.2 39 61.0 39 65.4 39
54 West Virginia 55 1,430,254 1,422,042 55 1,168,694 55 769,645 55 65.9 55 65.9 55 53.8 55 54.1 55
55 Wisconsin 1,910 4,188,206 4,091,525 1,888 4,179,774 1,894 3,009,491 1,880 72.5| 1,872 32 85.2 311 49 72.4| 1,872 32 74.1] 1,869 36
56 Wyomi 23 386,170 380,564 23 273,950 23 245,789 23 89.7 23 105.8 23 16 63.6 23 64.6 23
60 American S 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 2,440,131 110 1,990,372 110 81.6 110 81.6 110
78 Virgin Islands 1 50,731 1 31,391 1 61.9 1 61.9 1
Total 6,568| 221,279,989] 197,438,494[6,408| 177,265,030[6,512| 121,862,353]6,488| 70.4[6,457 52] 74.6]4,843 91 55.8]6,356 78| 60.7[6,342 83|
Maximum 1,910 26,647,955| 21,671,670|/1,888| 16,646,555/1,894| 12,359,633(1,880 95.5|1,872 32 105.8| 517 49 73.4|1,872 32 76.1|1,869 36|
Average 119 4,338,823 3,871,343| 125 3,344,623 122 2,299,289| 122 71.0] 121 10| 75.1 93 9 58.4| 124 7 61.4| 124 7|
Minimum 1 386,170 380,564 1 50,731 1] 31,391 1 57.3 1 1 58.5 1 1 44.0 1 1 47.9 1 1]
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Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:07 Percent Percent Percent Percent
Election| Total Ballots Ballots Counted Ballots| Ballots|
Administration| 2004 2004 Est. Reported Ballots| Counted of| Cases| Of Active Cases| Counted Cases| Counted of| Cases|
Code Name Jurisdicti VAP Citizen Vap| Cases| Registration| Cases| Counted| Cases| Registration| Cases|>100% Registration| Cases| >100% of VAP| Cases(>100% Citizen VAP| Cases|>100%
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908| 14,612,312 13,583,011 770 14,484,493| 877 9,922,294 875 68.6] 867 13 78.4] 325 17 57.1] 753 14 61.5| 751 15
Punch card 260 19,552,003 16,456,501 258 15,767,547| 259 10,938,861 255 70.6] 254 74.0 254 3 56.9] 255 61.1] 253
Lever 394 26,918,948 19,857,375 393 21,662,619| 390 12,981,126| 384 66.9] 380 7 72.6 370 8 53.5| 384 1 61.0] 383 1
Paper 1,734 3,308,339 3,246,269| 1,722 3,085,167| 1,733 2,172,234 1,727 71.11 1,726 10 77.0] 1,060 7 66.4| 1,717 46 67.71 1,715 47
Optical scan 2,541 88,323,954 81,287,919| 2,534 69,198,628 2,523 49,661,061| 2,524 71.7] 2,507 19 75.5] 2,111 51 56.7| 2,524 17 61.3] 2,517 20
Electronic 608 52,761,316 48,448,239| 608 40,068,685 608 27,295,070| 601 71.1] 601 73.2] 601 1 53.7[ 601 58.6] 601
Multiple Systems 123 15,803,117 14,559,180 123 12,997,891 122 8,891,707 122 68.4] 122 3 73.7 122 4 56.3 122 61.1 122
Ch d Voting t Since|
2000 General Election|
Yes 1,753 69,121,688  61,299,306] 1,743|  51,149,755[ 1,746|  35,479,523] 1,739 71.1] 1,734] 17 74.0] 1,101] 14 52.5[ 1,735] 34| 59.2[ 1,732] 37
No 4,815| 152,158,301| 136,139,188] 4,665| 126,115,275[ 4,766]  86,382,830] 4,749] 70.2] 4,723] 35 74.9] 3,742] 77 57.3] 21] 44 61.4] 4,610] 46
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
Yes 1,335 48,152,870 45,913,343] 1,335 37,384,852] 1,321| 27,317,939] 1,322] 73.1]1,321] 18 75.2] 1,321] 19 57.6] 1,322] 4 60.4] 1,322] 5
No 5,233| 173,127,119] 151,525,151] 5,073| 139,880,178[ 5,191| 94,544,414[ 5,166] 69.7] 5,136] 34 74.4] 3,522] 72 55.2] 4] 74 60.8] 5,020] 78
Election Day Registration|
Yes 2,823 11,509,789 11,192,644[ 2,785| 10,323,368] 2,806 8,152,145] 2,792 79.2] 2,784] 45 86.7] 1,223] 79 71.0] 2,771] 65 73.0] 2,766] 68
No 3,745| 209,770,200 186,245,850] 3,623| 166,941,662] 3,706| 113,710,208] 3,696| 69.9] 3,673 7 74.0] 3,620] 12 54.9] 3,585] 13 59.9] 3,576] 15
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162] 88,988,159 78,298,249| 1,154 65,077,741] 1,143 44,662,901 1,123 73.41 1,116 1 75.6] 1,116 1 53.8( 1,123 5 59.8[ 1,115 6
In Precinct Only 4,350( 124,866,238| 111,935,162 4,327| 103,336,604 4,316, 69,964,775| 4,312 67.7] 4,288 38 73.1] 2,727 76 56.2| 4,304 40 60.5] 4,300 45
None 1,056 7,425,592 7,205,083 927 8,850,685] 1,053 7,234,677 1,053 81.7] 1,053 13 84.9] 1,000 14 70.2] 929 33 72.3] 927 32
No Excuse Absentee Balloting|
Yes 3,781| 85,693,320 77,136,882] 3,747| 64,333,790] 3,750|[ _46,531,514] 3,731 72.7] 3,722] 32 76.2] 2,108] 67 55.2] 3, | 64 61.3] 3,708] 68
No 2,787| 135,586,669] 120,301,612] 2,661| 112,931,240[ 2,762 75,330,839[ 2,757| 69.1[2,735] 20 73.7] 2,735] 24 56.2] 2,644 14 60.3] 2,634] 15
Early Voting Allowed|
Yes 1,701] 99,654,623[ 89,386,654] 1,701| 73,710,075] 1,686| 50,903,807] 1,681] 69.3] 1,680] 74.3] 1,627] 18 51.8] 1,681] 6 57.7] 1,681] 7
No 4,867| 121,625,366] 108,051,840] 4,707 103,554,955 4,826] 70,958,546] 4,807 71.2]4,777] 52 74.8] 3,216] 73 59.2] 4,675] 72 63.3] 4,661 76
Covered By Section 203, Languag
Minority Requi t
Yes 468|  72,670,065] 60,221,899] 467| 50,756,496] 453 34,287,661] 450| 69.4]  447] 73.5]  446] 48.8]  450] 1 57.2]  449] 1
No 6,100] 148,609,924] 137,216,595] 5,941| 126,508,534[ 6,059|  87,574,692[ 6,038]| 70.9[6,010] 52 75.1] 4,397] 91 59.2]5,906] 77 62.2] 5,893] 82
Covered By Section 5 of Votin
Rights Acﬁ
Yes Il 880! 56,030,484] 50,618,730] 879 40,868,855] 864 27,429,425 872 67.4]  856] 1 72.6]  856] 1 49.7]  871] 2 54.9] 871] 2
No Il 5,688| 165,249,505| 146,819,764| 5,529| 136,396,175[ 5,648 94,432,928] 5,616 71.3[5,601] 51 75.2] 3,987] 90 57.9] 5,485] 76 62.7] 5,471 81
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Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:07 Percent Percent Percent Percent
Election| Total Ballots Ballots Counted Ballots| Ballots|
Administration| 2004 2004 Est. Reported Ballots| Counted of| Cases| Of Active Cases| Counted Cases| Counted of| Cases|
Code Name Jurisdicti VAP Citizen Vap| Cases| Registration| Cases| Counted| Cases| Registration| Cases|>100% Registration| Cases| >100% of VAP| Cases(>100% Citizen VAP| Cases|>100%
Demographics
Region
Northeast 1,710 41,988,043 33,775,344 1,693 34,273,670| 1,709 20,812,375] 1,687 69.1] 1,687 7 74.3] 1,687 9 55.8] 1,674 40 62.9] 1,671 41
South 1,423 79,567,761 74,625,430 1,423 62,606,676| 1,407 42,266,877| 1,417 67.5] 1,401 72.3] 1,401 53.4[ 1,417 1 56.9( 1,417 1
Midwest 2,902 49,563,034 45,519,951 2,872 44,048,138| 2,879 31,316,030 2,871 70.7] 2,857 45 74.8] 1,243 66 63.2] 2,863 35 66.1] 2,852 39
West 420 50,161,151 43,517,769 420 33,845,684 406! 25,445,308| 402 75.8] 401 78.3 401 16 52.1 402 2 60.0] 402 2
Territories 113 2,490,862 111 2,021,763 111 81.2 111 81.2 111
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567| 82,075,044 64,512,025 558 63,441,314 566 42,675,443 563 69.4 562 4 74.2 442 17 53.4 563 4 62.3 554 7
Suburban 871 59,268,529 55,919,871 870 47,552,530 868! 33,263,865 860 72.2 858 11 76.2 591 15 58.5 859 10 62.1 859 11
Small Towns 1,710 56,213,989 53,925,497 1,700 44,193,768| 1,690 30,364,561 1,685 70.1] 1,671 14 73.8] 1,473 25 55.5[ 1,680 11 57.8[ 1,680 11
Rural 3,307 23,722,427 23,081,101] 3,280 19,586,556| 3,277 13,536,721 3,269 68.9] 3,255 23 73.0] 2,226 34 58.0( 3,254 53 59.6| 3,249 54
Not Available - Territories 113] 2,490,862 111 2,021,763 111 81.2 111 81.2 111
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP
< 1,000 1,761 899,315 893,183| 1,754 895,006] 1,757 634,024| 1,740 71.6] 1,739 25 78.0 585 12 71.41 1,739 67 71.8| 1,735 70
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,267,899 2,237,383] 1,165 2,182,148| 1,164 1,630,543] 1,162 74.91 1,162 9 78.6 735 23 72.11 1,162 7 73.11 1,162 9
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 6,692,594 6,579,642| 1,043 5,966,645| 1,037 4,256,986 1,038 71.3]1 1,035 4 75.7] 1,009 23 63.9] 1,038 2 64.9] 1,038 2
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 38,463,619 37,481,869 1,701 31,472,681] 1,681 21,817,391] 1,689 69.2] 1,671 9 73.2] 1,665 25 57.4[1,689 58.8] 1,686
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 60,558,039 57,832,452 582 48,992,270 582 33,587,618 570 70.3 568 5 75.0 565 7 57.3 570 2 59.7 566 2
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 63,995,785 59,030,487 140 51,396,493 139 35,485,241 133 71.9 133 76.2 133 58.1 133 63.0 133
>=1,000,000 25 48,402,590 33,383,478 23 33,867,508 25| 22,427,696 24 68.4 24 72.1 24 47.4 24 58.4 22
Not Available 144 148 2,492,279 127 2,022,854 132 81.2 125 81.2 127 1 18.0 1
Race and Ethnicity]
Pred ly NH White 6,264| 204,258,977| 183,752,611 6,249| 163,662,585]| 6,234| 112,362,361] 6,201 70.51 6,182 52 74.9] 4,573 90 56.8( 6,200 78 61.2] 6,188 83
Pred ly NH Black 85 4,061,404 3,808,732 84 3,098,023 81 2,117,437 85 67.4 81 69.1 81 52.1 85 55.2 84
Pred ly NH Native Americai| 24 268,560 263,114 24 231,022 24/ 127,150 23 55.8 23 62.0 16 47.9 23 48.9 23
Pred ly Hi i 50 12,658,812 9,583,359 50 7,749,995 45] 5,209,222 46 67.2 45 70.3 45 41.3 46 54.7 46
Not Available 145 32,236 30,678 1 2,523,405 128| 2,046,183 133 81.1 126 81.3 128 1 72.5 2 76.0 1
Median Income)
< $25,000 298| 3,079,342 2,873,976 297 2,504,552 287 1,488,479 294 57.5 287 3 60.3 258 48.5 294 11 51.5 293 11
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 11,220,765 10,840,802 884 8,917,739 871 5,685,388 876 63.3 867 2 68.4 732 2 51.8 876 6 53.6 876 6
30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 28,691,481 27,644,524| 1,370 22,970,583 1,366 14,312,622 1,356 67.0] 1,353 5 71.4] 1,084 15 53.6[ 1,356 12 55.5[1,354 12
$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 50,829,468 40,245,795] 1,211 40,443,694 1,213 26,144,458 1,204 67.5| 1,203 11 72.7 884 18 54.1] 1,204 16 59.5[ 1,200 17
40,000 to <$45,000 881 49,717,211 44,603,496 881 37,780,840 877 26,227,676 871 69.8 868 4 73.6 558 10 53.4[ 871 5 59.6 871 6
45,000 to <$50,000 587 27,092,115 24,951,504 586 21,218,675 587 15,037,096 577 73.3 577 8 77.5 357 9 57.6 577 14 62.4 576 14
50,000 1,180 50,649,351 46,278,340| 1,178 40,936,586( 1,178 30,943,728| 1,173 75.71 1,172 19 79.2 840 36 61.211,172 13 67.01 1,171 17
Not Available 151/ 256 57 1 2,492,361 133 2,022,906 137 81.2 130 81.2 130 1 35.2 6 1 45.6 1
High School Education|
< 60% 126 2,401,104 2,070,013 126 1,817,027 124 951,317 125 52.1 124 1 56.0 119 1 39.6 125 2 46.0 125 2
>=60% to <70% 661 22,653,549 19,226,982 660 14,944,978 648! 10,083,603 652 68.1 641 2 70.1 575 45.5 652 6 53.5 651 6
>=70% to <80% 1,646 64,350,042 51,717,398] 1,640 49,285,773[ 1,631 31,406,406 1,630 65.6] 1,621 6 70.5] 1,216 10 50.3[ 1,630 8 55.7[ 1,624 8
>=80% to <90% 3,111} 113,912,781| 107,539,905]| 3,109 93,198,279] 3,105 65,275,468 3,074 72.1] 3,072 23 76.1] 2,102 49 59.4| 3,074 28 62.9] 3,072 28
>=90% 873 17,930,226 16,853,518 872 15,495,512 871 12,099,350 870 78.1 869 20 84.0 701 30 67.5 869 33 71.9 869 39
Not Available 151 32,287 30,678 1 2,523,461 133 2,046,209 137 81.1 130 81.3 130 1 72.5 6 1 76.0 1
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05 Page 3 of 4



Ballots Counted

EAC Election Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = of Juri; Reporting Matterf|
Ballots Counted 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:07 Percent Percent Percent Percent
Election| Total Ballots Ballots Counted Ballots Ballots|
Administration| 2004 2004 Est. Reported Ballots Counted of| Cases| Of Active| Cases| Counted Cases| Counted of| Cases|
Code Name Jurisdicti VAP Citizen Vap| Cases| Registration| Cases| Counted| Cases| Registration| Cases|>100% Registration| Cases| >100% of VAP| Cases(>100% Citizen VAP| Cases|>100%
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|
Yes 3,093 76,824,163  72,974,742] 3,067|  64,166,639] 3,062| 43,980,255] 3,028] 73.3] 3,019] 45 77.6] 1,458] 66 61.7] 3,018] 43 65.0] 3,014] 47
No 3,475| 144,455,826]| 124,463,752] 3,341| 113,098,391] 3,450| 77,882,098] 3,460| 68.9] 3,438 7 73.1] 3,385] 25 52.8] 3,338 35 58.3] 3,328 36
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|
< 2.5% 515 19,185,454 18,004,419 514 15,923,548| 513 10,753,542 508 69.8] 506 5 74.1 354 8 58.1] 508 3 62.0] 507 3
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 14,781,804 13,849,899 470 11,133,130 472 8,077,591 471 72.9] 469 3 76.8 325 6 57.7] 466 5 61.3] 465 7
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 17,701,432 16,058,301 508 13,830,932 508 9,931,823 506 73.5] 505 5 76.7 346 9 57.5| 504 7 63.5| 504 7
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429 10,292,117 9,806,808 427 8,833,490 428 6,126,475 426 72.1] 425 2 77.0 288 6 62.0] 425 7 64.5| 424 7
>=10.0 % 4,492| 159,310,466] 139,710,470 4,476| 125,044,988 4,463 84,945,042 4,448 69.6] 4,429 37 74.0] 3,410 61 54.7] 4,442 56 59.9] 4,432 59
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By
in 2004 Presidential Election|
Bush > 55% 3,115] 86,412,155 82,400,908] 3,107 68,178,580] 3,094 47,293,906 3,083 70.2] 3,069 22 74.2] 2,394 51 55.7] 3,080 29 58.4| 3,075 31
Bush 50% to 55% 982 32,877,232 30,553,191 977 26,682,203| 979 18,343,733 974 69.8] 973 10 74.6] 663 18 56.8] 969 12 61.2] 969 12
Bush < 50% 136 2,380,942 2,259,659 131 2,041,746 135 1,386,188| 135 70.7] 134 1 75.4 102 1 61.4| 131 1 64.2] 130 1
Kerry < 50% 150 5,883,881 5,524,046 150 4,850,492 150 3,447,366| 149 71.2] 149 1 73.4 104 1 58.7| 149 1 62.5| 149 2
Kerry 50% to 55% 872 29,466,232 27,160,231| 870 23,160,396| 866 16,109,589 860 71.8] 855 7 76.2] 602 12 57.8] 860 13 62.5| 858 14
Kerry > 55% 1,161 64,245,074 49,526,130( 1,154 49,846,628| 1,154/ 33,249,808 1,152 69.8] 1,148 11 74.1 852 7 53.9] 1,150 22 62.9] 1,145 23
Tied 25 14,267 14,123 17 14,032 21 9,842 18 70.5 17 74.0 12 69.3 17 69.8 16
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05 Page 4 of 4
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Chapter 4
Turnout Source

The U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) asked a number of different questions about
voting in the 2004 election. There were questions on how many ballots were counted (question 2)
and the number of ballots cast in polling places (question 3). There was a series of questions about
various aspects of absentee balloting (questions 4, 5, and 6), along with inquiries about early voting
(question 7). Finally, there were questions about provisional ballots (questions 8 and 9). Each
guestion appears to focus on a single subject, and it is clear that some states thought about them in
that manner. However, each of these questions falls under the broader subject of the different
methods that people can use to vote. By considering them together, one can look at what share of the
total votes come from different voting methods, or “turnout source.”

Table 4 provides data from the Election Day Survey on ballot sources—i.e., ballots cast at polling
places on Election Day statewide, absentee ballots, early ballots, or provisional ballots. The first
column of the Turnout Source Table shows the total number of ballots counted, as reported by the
states and jurisdictions (question 2b). The number of reporting jurisdictions is reported in the next
column to the right.

The Sum Total Percent column is the total percentage generated by adding the percentages of each
of the four voting methods identified in the table. For only 10 states, this totals 100 percent of the
total ballots counted. For 23 states and territories, this calculation totals less than 100 percent,
indicating either the state failed to report numbers for all four voting methods, or that ballots were
left out of the count (for example, ballots separately tallied for overseas voting through the
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act [UOCAVA] survey. In 19 states and
territories, this sum total percent is more than 100 percent, indicating either errorsin reporting the
component data, or that people reported the same ballot in two categories. For example, if absentee
ballots are sent to the polling place to be counted on Election Day, it is possible that the same
absentee ballot was tallied in the absentee question and the polling place question. It is aso possible
that in jurisdictions where the sum of percentages went well over 100 percent, that the state or local
jurisdictions did not look at the original questions as components of the voting process. In all
likelihood, the reported “voting in precinct/polling place” numbers are higher than they should be in
those states and localities that total more than 100 percent.

The Source Not Specified columns result from calculating the sum of the four voting methods and
subtracting it from the total ballots counted. As with the Sum Total Percent column, a positive
number in the Source Not Specified columns would occur when either the state failed to report
numbers for any of the four categories, or they kept data separate for things like overseas voting or
military voting. Negative numbersin the Source Not Specified columns occur when the four voting-
method numbers add to more than the total -ball ots-counted number.

The lack of datain some jurisdictions and for some questions created enormous problems in
properly calculating and then analyzing the EAC dataset. It became even more difficult when
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components of questions were expected to add to100 percent, and they did not. This chapter is
particularly impacted by this problem since there is an assumption that the four methods of voting
would add up to atotal number of persons who voted.

To calculate any percentage, one has to have both a denominator and a numerator. When creating
summary calculations (like the subtotaling subject percentages), we used only those jurisdictions that
reported both a numerator and denominator. However, the raw numbers shown in the tables are
totals of all the available data sent to the EAC, without regard to whether there is a corresponding
denominator or numerator. The Turnout Source data table contains percentage calculations for the
four voting methods, and columns are entitled, “Percent (voting method) of Ballots Counted”. To
make these cal culations, both a numerator and denominator number had to be present in the dataset.
In certain states and just about every subject subtotaling, not al jurisdictions had both, so where both
numerator and denominator were not present, that jurisdiction’s data was dropped for the purposes
of making the calculation. These are the percentages that have been used for the analysis below.

Because the raw numbersin the table report all data provided to the EAC, Election Data Services did
a separate calculation (Level Percent) that ssmply takes the reported subject numerator and divides
that by the Total Ballots Counted (or denominator). As aresult, the further the two percentage
calculations are from each other, the greater the impact of missing data.

Applicability and Coverage

Nearly all states have some form of absentee voting, 20 states conduct early voting, and most states
offer provisional ballots, although the six states with Election Day registration and jurisdictions that
do not have voter registration are exempt from provisional ballot requirements.* A growing number
of states are opening up the absentee process by adopting a more liberal form of early voting.
Statistics for early and provisional ballots counted are not reported for states that do not permit early
voting or provisional balloting. (See Cross tabulation, Early Voting, and Provisional Ballot
Acceptance for alist of applicable states.)

Confusion concerning the distinction between questions 2 and 3 arose among some state election
directors and from local jurisdictions. Question 2 requested the total number of ballots counted by all
modes of voting, while question 3 requested total number of ballots cast in polling places. Some
states were unresponsive to question 3, responding instead with just the total number of votes for
guestion 2. Following phone conversations with some states, agreement was reached on how to
calculate the answers to question 3 based on the responses to other questions.

Confusion also arose concerning absentee ballots that were returned to polling places on Election
Day or, per state law, delivered to the polling places by election administrators to be counted there.
Were these ballots counted as cast on Election Day, or were they counted as absentee ballots? There

! The six states with Election Day registration are Idaho, Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.
North Dakota and jurisdictions in Wisconsin with populations under 5,000 do not have voter registration. Twenty (20)
states conduct early voting: Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Georgia, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas,
Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia, and
Wyoming.
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was confusion and different methods were employed by the various individuals filling out the
survey, even by different local jurisdictions within the same state.

Historical Context

There were four modes of voting in the 2004 presidential election: voting in person at a polling
place, voting by absentee ballot, voting in person early, and voting by provisional ballot. The
traditional method of voting isin person in a polling place, a subject explored in detail in chapter 13.
During the Civil War, the method of absentee balloting was introduced for soldiers, and was
extended to civiliansin the early 20" century, a subject explored in detail in chapter 5. The Help
AmericaVote Act established the method of provisional balloting for al federal elections starting
with the November 2, 2004, election, a subject we explore in detail in chapter 6.

The method of voting not treated in a separate chapter is early voting. The Election Day Survey
defines early voting as any voting that occurred before November 2, 2004, for which there were no
eligibility requirements. A good example of a distinction between early and absentee balloting is
where, in order to obtain a ballot, voters are required to attest that they will not be present at their
home on Election Day. Thisis arequirement, and thus would be considered an absentee, not an early
vote.

Synonymous with early voting is the image of polling stationsin malls, libraries, and election
administration offices. Most jurisdictions allow voters to cast early ballots in these easy-to-find early
voting polling stations up to three weeks prior to Election Day. However, under the Election Day
Survey definition of early vote, “no excuse” absentee balloting also may reasonably be assumed to
qualify, and at least Texas and lowa interpreted the survey item this way.

For Texas and Tennessee, two states that report historical early voting numbers, the percentage of
voters casting an early vote has ailmost tripled since 1994. In the 1994 election, Texas reported 1.3
million early votes counted, or 14.7 percent of total ballots counted. Tennessee reported 0.2 million
early votes counted, or 6.0 percent of total ballots counted. By 2000, Texas reported 2.5 million
early votes counted, or 20.1 percent of total ballots counted. Tennessee reported 0.7 million or 35.7
percent of total ballots counted. (Texas does not provide separate statistics for “no excuse” absentee
balloting and early voting, while Tennessee does not have “no excuse” absentee balloting and thus
provides separate statistics.) The EAC study shows that by 2004, Texas reported that 47.7 percent of
their total votes came from early voting, while early voting was 44.9 percent of all Tennessee' s total
ballots cast.

Survey Results

Table 4 presents data on turnout sources from several questions on the Election Day Survey relating
to ballots counted (question 2), ballots cast in polling places (question 3), absentee ballots counted
(question 6), early voting ballots counted (question 7), and provisional ballots counted (question 8).
In the table, the numbers of polling place, absentee, early voting, and provisional ballots counted are
calculated as percentages of the total ballots counted. The column headingsin Table 4 are as
follows:
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Table 4 Column Headings. Turnout Source

Heading
Code

Name

Jurisdiction

Total Ballots Counted
Cases

Sum Total Percent

Unknown Source

Percent Unknown

Ballots Counted in
Polling Places

Cases

Level Percent

Percent in
Polling Places

Cases
Cases > 100%

Absentee Ballots
Counted

Cases

Level Percent

Percent Absentee
of Ballots Counted

Cases
Cases > 100%

Description
State census code

Respondent to Election Day Survey

September 27, 2005

Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22

Total number of ballots counted from survey question 2

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 2

Sum of four turnout source percentages: Percent in Polling Places
(cal. 12), Percent Absentee of Ballots Counted (col. 18), Percent
Early Voting of Ballots Counted (col. 24), and Percent Provisional

of Ballots Counted (col. 30)

Unknown turnout source

Unknown turnout source (col. 7) divided by total ballots counted

(cal. 4)

Number of ballots cast in polling places on Election Day from

survey question 3

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 3

Number of ballots cast in polling places on Election Day (col. 9)
divided by the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of ballots cast in polling places on Election Day (col. 9)
divided by the total number of ballots counted (col. 4), but only for
jurisdictions that reported both ballots cast in polling places and

total ballots counted.

(Note: Raw numbers for this calculation are not in the table.)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 3

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of ballots cast
in polling places (col. 9) is greater than the reported number of

ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of absentee ballots counted from survey question 6

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 6
Number of absentee ballots counted (col. 15) divided by the total

number of ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of absentee ballots counted (col. 15) divided by the total
number of ballots counted (cal. 4), but only for jurisdictions that
reported both absentee ballots counted and total ballots counted.
(Note: Raw numbers for this calculation are not in the table.)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 6

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of absentee
ballots counted (col. 15) is greater than the reported total ballots

cast (col. 4).
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Table 4 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading

Early Voting
Ballots Counted

Cases

Level Percent

Percent Early Voting
of Ballots Counted

Cases
Cases > 100%

Provisional
Ballots Counted

Cases

Level Percent

Percent Provisional
of Ballots Counted

Cases

Cases > 100%

Description

Number of early voting ballots counted from survey question 7

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 7

Number of early voting ballots counted (col. 21) divided by the
total number of ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of early voting ballots counted (col. 21) divided by the
total number of ballots counted (col. 4), but only for jurisdictions
that reported both early voting ballots and total ballots counted.
(Note: Raw numbers for this calculation are not in the table.)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 7

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of early voting
ballots counted (col. 21) is greater than the reported total ballots
counted (cal. 4).

Total number of provisional ballots cast from survey question 8

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 8

Number of provisional ballots counted (col. 27) divided by the
total number of ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of provisional ballots counted (col. 27) divided by the
total number of ballots counted (col. 4), but only for jurisdictions
that reported both provisional ballots and total ballots counted.
(Note: Raw numbers for this calculation are not in the table.)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 8
Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of provisional
ballots counted (col. 27) is greater than the reported total ballots
counted (cal. 4).
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 4 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 4 aswell as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

Of the over 121.8 million ballots tallied for the EAC survey, at least 55.3 percent were cast in
precincts or polling places, while nearly 12.0 percent were cast via absentee ballots. Another 8.4
percent comes from early voting ballots in jurisdictions that allow that process, and provisional
ballots contributed 1.0 percent. However, because data was not provided by all states and for all
types, the voting method for at least 23.3 percent (or nearly 28.4 million votes) could not be
determined. A bar chart of thisdatais contained in Figure 4.1.

In states and jurisdictions that did provide data, voting in the polling places averaged 73.3 percent of
the ballots cast. Absentee ballots accounted for 13.3 percent and in the jurisdictions that allowed
early voting, that method amounted to more than 23.5 percent of all votes cast. All thisinformation
totals more than 100 percent because different states tallied information differently. In addition,
these percentages were generated where both numerators and denominators were available, resulting
in asmaller number of jurisdictions being covered.
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Figure 4.1
Ballots Source 2004

Source of Votes
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States

Absentee voting has become amajor part of some states’ voting processes. Washington State leads
the pack with over two-thirds (68.7 percent) of its votes reported as cast absentee. California’'s
absentee data amounted to 32.4 percent of its votes. lowawas also very high, showing 30.3 percent
of its ballots from the absentee process.

Oregon is unique, in that they allow vote by mail for all persons. The total reported for that state in
the “Ballots Counted in Polling Place” column is the votes reported to have been counted on election
day, al of which were received by mail.

Allowing votersto vote early is a concept that has been growing in use. One of the leading states,
Texas, reports that nearly 47.7 percent of its votes were cast early. Tennessee had nearly 44.9
percent of its votes cast early, while Nevada reported nearly 41.7 percent and Arizona reported 40.8
percent as early voting.

Alaska reported the highest percent of its total votes coming from accepted provisional ballots: 7.2
percent. California had the second highest, with 4.0 percent. Arizona and the District of Columbia
reported that more than 3.5 percent of their ballots were provisional ballots.

Regions
The West Coast reported the highest rate of absentees, along with the use of provisiona ballots. The
South has the highest concentration of early voting, 28.8 percent.
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Urban to Rural

Provisional ballots were reportedly used most in urban areas of the country. Early voting was highest
in small towns and smallest in urban jurisdictions. Absentee voting was similar across jurisdictions
but highest in suburban communities.

Size of Jurisdiction
Asajurisdiction got larger in size it had higher levels of absentee and provisional ballots. Similar
early voting levels were reported across jurisdictions, with no clear pattern to usage.

Race and Ethnicity

Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported the highest levels of absentee and provisional ballot
usage. Predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions reported the highest usage of early voting.
Predominantly non-Hispanic Black and non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions reported similar
lower levels of absentee, early, and provisional voting.

Median Income
Jurisdictions with higher income levels tended to report higher usage of absentee balloting. The
trend is reversed for early and provisional voting.

High School Education

Jurisdictions with higher education levels tended to report higher usage of absentee balloting. There
was no discernible pattern for early voting, and some caution should be taken in interpreting the high
level of early voting for the lowest education category since there were few reporting jurisdictions.
Jurisdictions in the second lowest category of education reported the highest provisional balloting;
however, the lowest education category reported the lowest.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements
Jurisdictions covered by Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act reported higher usage of absentee,
early voting, and provisional ballots.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

Jurisdictions covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act reported using absentee balloting about
1.5 times less, early voting about 1.5 times more, and provisional ballots about the same as other
jurisdictions.

Type of Voting Equipment

Jurisdictions that used optical scan voting systems reported the highest rate of absentee ballots, over
three times greater than the lowest rate among jurisdictions that used lever machines. There was no
discernible pattern in reported use of provisional ballots, as al jurisdictions reported about 1.0
percent, except for those that use paper ballots, which reported provisional ballots were 0.2 percent
of total balots cast.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported higher levels of absentee and provisional
balloting than other jurisdictions. The opposite was reported for early voting jurisdictions.
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Statewide Voter Registration Database

The existence of a statewide voter registration database in 2004 did lead to significantly lower levels
of provisional ballot usage in those communities. Jurisdictions in states with a statewide voter
registration database reported more than half the level of provisiona balloting than other
jurisdictions, 0.5 versus 1.2 percent. Jurisdictions within a state with a statewide voter registration
database also reported lower levels of absentee and early voting than other jurisdictions.

Election Day Registration

States with Election Day registration reported much lower rates of absentee ballot usage, early
voting, and provisional ballots being cast, presumably because more people registered to vote at their
polling place on Election Day than other jurisdictions.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

States that let provisional ballots be counted if they were cast anywhere in ajurisdiction reported
nearly four timesthe level of provisional ballot usage compared with states that required voters to be
in the correct precinct. These jurisdictions also reported twice the level of absentee voting and half
the level of early voting.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting

Jurisdictions with no excuse absentee balloting laws reported more use of absentee ballots than other
jurisdictions, 23.6 percent versus 7.1 percent. These jurisdictions, however, reported lower use of
early voting, 36.6 versus 16.6 percent, but over three times the use of provisiona ballots than other
jurisdictions, 1.8 versus 0.5 percent.

Early Voting
Jurisdictions in states that allow early voting reported higher absentee balloting, 17.6 percent versus
10.0 percent, and higher provisional balloting, 1.5 versus 0.8 percent.

Battleground States

Jurisdictions in a battleground state reported higher levels of absentee balloting than other
jurisdictions, 17.0 percent versus 11.1 percent, while levels of early and provisional balloting were
similar.

Presidential Margin of Victory
The degree of competitivenessin the 2004 presidentia election within ajurisdiction was not clearly
related to the usage of absentee, early, or provisional balots.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions won by Kerry tended to report slightly higher levels of absentee ballot usage than other
jurisdictions, while jurisdictions won by Bush tended to report higher levels of early voting (except
for jurisdictions won by Kerry by 50 to 55 percent). There was no clear pattern among jurisdictions
with regard to provisional ballot usage, except that jurisdictions won overwhelmingly by Kerry
reported nearly twice the level of provisional balloting as other jurisdictions.
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EAC Election Day Survey Source Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Turnout Source 2004 General Election Not Specified Voting in Precinct/Polling Place Absentee Voting Early Voting Provisional Ball
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:33| Ballots Percent) Early| Percent| Percent|
Election| Total Sum| Counted Percent| Absentee Absentee| Voting Early Voting Provisional| Provisional
Administration| Ballots| Total| Unknown| Percent| In Polling Level| 1In Polling Cases| Ballots Level| of Ballots| Cases| Ballots| Level| of Ballots| Cases| Ballots| Level| of Ballots| Cases|
[Code Name Jurlsdltﬂnnﬂ Counted| Cases Percent]| Source| Unknown| Place| Cases| Percent Places| Cases| >100% Counted Cases| Percent] Counted| Cases| >100%) Counted Cases| Percent] Counted Cases| >100%)| Counted s| Percent| Counted| Cases| >100%)|
01 [Alabama 67| 1,683,735 61 3.5] 1,640,098 97.4 41,772 45] 2.5 3.4 a4 1,865 67] 0.1 0.1 61
|gz Alaska 1| 314,502 1| 100.0 0 219,093 1| 69.7 69.7 1 62,017 1| 197 19.7 1 10,894 1| 35 3.5 1 22,498 1 7.2 7.2 1
04 |Arizona 15| 2,038,077 4,171 0.2 1,129,374 15| 55.4 55.4] 15 0 830,874 15| 40.8 40.8 15 73,658 15| 3.6 3.6 15
05 |Arkansas 75| 1,055,510 125,326 11.9 644,642 61| 61.1 95.7 61 40,013 65 3.8 4.6 65 241,851 71| 22,9 29.3 71 3,678 75| 0.3 0.3 75
06 |california 58] 12,359,633 (326,085) (2.6)] 7,920,257 52| 64.1 64.1 52 4,108,088 57| 33.2 32.4] 52 165,608 14| 1.3 2.2 14 491,765 55| 4.0 4.0 52
08 |Colorado 64 2,148,036 99,376 4.6 997,219 59| 46.4 49.9 59 600,075 62| 27.9 29.8 62 412,280 60| 19.2 19.5 60 39,086 64 18 1.8 64
09 |Connecticut 169| 1,595,013 0 1,452,817| 169| 91.1 o1.1] 169 141,698| 169] 8.9 8.9] 169 498] 169 0.0 0.0 169
10 [Delaware 3 377,407 0 359,023 3] 951 95.1 3 18,360 3 49 4.9 3 24 3 00 0.0 3
11 [District of Columbia 1] 230,105 8,786 3.8 203,448 1| 884 88.4] 1 9,894 1| 43 4.3 1 7,977 1| 35 3.5 1
12 [Florida 67| 7,639,949 0 4,865,283 67| 63.7 63.7 67 1,336,297 67| 17.5 17.5 67 1,428,362 67| 187 18.7 67 10,007 67| 0.1 0.1 67
13 [Georgia 159 3,317,336 (387,083)| (11.7)] 2,642,907| 159 79.7 79.7] 159 669,940 159| 20.2 20.2| 159 387,596 159| 11.7 11.7] 159 3,976] 159 0.1 0.1] 159
15  [Hawaii E‘ 431,203 (13,627) (3.2) 311,484 4] 722 72.2 4 83,098 4] 19.3 19.3 4 50,223 4] 116 11.6 4 25 4 00 0.0 4
16 [1daho 44| 612,786 . 3,747 0.6 515,191 44| 84.1 84.1 44] 34,609 44| 56 56| 44 59,239 44| 9.7 9.7 44 0 44 44]
17 [1llinoi: 11g|| 5,361,048 110 5.7| 5,147,633 96.0 191,177 95| 3.6 5.3 95 22,238] 110 0.4 0.4] 110
18 [Indiana 92| 2,512,142 92| 100.0 (511) (0.0)f 2,251,193 92| 89.6 89.6 92 260,550 92| 104 10.4 92 910 89| 0.0 0.0 89
19 [Towa 99| 1,513,894 98| 102.1 (25,443) a.7)| 1,073,283 97| 70.9 71.3 97 458,016 98| 30.3 30.3 98 8,038 97| 05 0.5 97
20 [Kansas 105 1,199,590| 105 103,§|| 3,679 0.3 944,696 103| 78.8 80.1] 103 219,136 92| 183 20.9 92 32,079] 104] 2.7 27| 104
21 [Kentucl 120| 1,816,867| 120 5.4/ 1,717,985 94.6 98,661 120] 5.4 5.4] 120 221] 120] 0.0 0.0/ 120
22 [Louisiana 64 1,956,590 64 126,149 6.4 1,801,259 64| 92.1 92.1 64 26,870 64 14 1.4 64 2,312 64 0.1 0.1 64
23 [Maine 517 754,777| 517 (486) (0.1) 754,777| _517| 100.0 100.0] 517 486| 515 0.1 0.1] 515
24 [Maryland 24 2,395,127 24 1,531 0.1 2,222,296 24| 92.8 92.8 24 139,440 24 58 5.8 24 31,860 24 13 1.3 24
25 [Massachusetts 351 2,927,455 351 (41,964) (1.4)| 2,821,607] 351| 96.4 96.4| 351 145493| 280| 5.0 5.4| 280 2,319] 351] 0.1 0.1] 351
26 [Michigan 83| 4,876,237 83 761,532 15.6 || 3,250,173 83| 66.7 66.7 83 861,305 83| 17.7 17.7 83 3,227 83 0.1 0.1 83
27 _ [Minnesota 87| 2,842,912 87 0 2,611,201 87| 91.8 91.8 87 231,711 87| 82 8.2 87
28 [Mississippi 82| 1,163,460 82 1,163,460 | 100.0
29  [Missouri 116 2,765,960 116 2,558,061 92.5 204,607 116] 7.4 7.4] 116 3,292| 116] 0.1 0.1] 116
30 |Montana sj‘ 456,096 56 (76,234)|  (16.7) 387,994 56| 85.1 85.1 56 91,076 56| 20.0 20.0 56 52,882 55| 11.6 11.7 55 378 56| 0.1 0.1 56
31 |Nebraska 93| 792,910 93 0 672,570 93| 84.8 84.8 93 106,552 93| 134 13.4 93 13,788 93] 17 1.7 93
17| 831,833 17 0 389,200 17| 46.8 46.8 17 93,364 17| 11.2 11.2 17 346,823 17| 417 41.7 17 2,446 17] 03 0.3 17
New Hampshire 2Lz| 686,390| 241 2,718 0.4 621,613| 241| 90.6 90.6] 241 1 62,059] 239 9.0 9.0 239
21| 3,639,612 21 0 3,409,951 21| 937 93.7 21 194,168 21 53 5.3 21 35,493 21 1.0 1.0 21
33| 328,636 21 (21,324) (6.5) 183,499 20| 55.8 58.6 20 65,936 21| 20.1 20.1 21 97,611 21| 297 29.7 21 2,914 19| 0.9 0.9 19
58] 7,448,266 58 7,080,873 95.1 269,390 53| 3.6 4.2 53 98,003 56| 1.3 1.4 56
100| 3,571,420 100 0 2,413,768| 100| 67.6 67.6] 100 122,984 100| 3.4 3.4] 100 984,298| 100| 27.6 27.6| 100 50,370| 100| 1.4 1.4 100
38 53] 316,049 53 0 258,410 53| 81.8 81.8 53 51,116 53| 16.2 16.2 53 6,523 3| 21 8.2 3
39 [ohio gﬂ 5,730,867 88 196 0.0 || 4,995,745 88| 87.2 87.2 88 611,210 88| 10.7 10.7 88 123,716 88| 2.2 2.2 88
40 |Oklahoma 77| 1,474,304 77 (85,804) (5.8)| 1,324,424 77| _89.8 89.8 77 149,880 77| 102 10.2 77 85,603 77| 58 5.8 77 201 77| 0.0 0.0 77
41 |oregon * :QI 1,851,671 36 244,727 13.2 1,585,776 36| 856 85.6 36 14,091 29 038 0.8 29 7,077 36 04 0.4 36
42 |Pennsylvania 67| 3,006,146 46 2,859,883 95.1 146,263 48] 4.9 4.8 46
44 |Rhode Island 39 440,743 39 (984) (0.2) 421,472 39| 956 95.6 39 19,271 39 44 4.4] 39 984 39 02 0.2 39
45 [South Carolina 46| 1,626,720 46 1,623,513 99.8 3,207 46| 0.2 0.2 46
46 |South Dakota 66| 394,930 66 394,864 | 100.0 66 66| 0.0 0.0 66
47 |Tennessee 95| 2,458,213 95 (3,169) (0.0 1,297,895 95| 52.8 52.8 95 57,676 95| 2.3 2.3 95 1,102,513 95| 44.9 44.9 95 3,298 95 0.1 0.1 95
48 |Texas 254 7,507,333| 254 (4,716) (.0 3,641,419] 254] 48.5 48.5| 254 283,159| 248| 3.8 3.8] 248 3,580,330| 254| 47.7 47.7| 254 7,141] 254| 0.1 0.1] 254
49 |utah 29| 942,045 29 . 883,740 93.8 8,263 5| 09 97.7 5 31,467 24 33 3.7 24 18,575 29 2.0 2.0 29
50 [vermont 246| 313,973| 245 . (30) (0.0) 253,901] 245| 80.9 80.9] 245 60,072| 244| 19.1 19.1] 244 30] 246] 0.0 0.0 245
51 |virginia 134 3,223,156| 134 100@1 (559) (0.0)f 3,001,007] 134] 93.1 93.1| 134 221,890 134] 6.9 6.9] 134 728] 134| 0.0 0.0 134
53 |[Washington 39 2,885,001 39| 100.7, 0 828,444 34| 287 29.4] 34 1,982,457 39| 687 68.7 39 74,100 39 26 2.6 39
54 |West Virginia 55 769,645 55| 116.4] (126,060 (16.4) 740,702 55| 96.2 96.2 55 1 20,004 55| 2.6 2.6 55 126,503 55| 16.4 16.4 55 8,496 54/ 1.1 1.1 54
55  |Wisconsin 1,910 3,009491( 1,880 12.6] 2,744,474 91.2 264,898] 1,259| 8.8 12.6] 1,247 2| 119 36/ 0.0 0.0 36
56 [Wyoming 23| 245,789 23] 100.1] (254) (0.1) 198,781 23| 80.9 80.9 23 47,008 23] 19.1 19.1 23 230 18] 0.1 0.1 18 24 23] 0.0 0.0 23
60 American Samoa 1
66 Guam 1)
72 |Puerto Rico 110| 1,990,372| 110 1,947,634 110] 97.9 97.9] 110 9,215| 110[ 05 0.5 110 12,525 110] 0.6 0.6] 110
78 |virgin Islands II 31,391 1 30,211 1| 96.2 96.2 1 1,318 1| 42 4.2 1 197 1| 0.6 0.6 1
Total 6,568| 121,862,353 67,603,992[ 3,850] 55.5 2[ 14,740,215] 4,902] 12.1 13.3[ 4,882 2] 10,189,379 1,222] 8.4 23.5] 1,222 1,225,915 4,132] 1.0 1.2 4,122
Maximum 1,910 7,920,257| 517| 100.0 1] 4,108,088 1i259 68.7 68.7 1,247, 2| 3,580,330| 254| 47.7 47.7| 254 491,765 515] 7.2 7.2| 515
Average 119 1,572,185 89| 76.5 1] 307,087| 104| 11.4 11.6| 103 2| 509i468 61 19.3 20.1] 61 25539| 86/ 0.9 0.9, sEI
Minimum 1] 31,301 8,263 1 o9 1] o i o5 0.5 1 2| 230 1 01 0.1 1 0 1 o0 0.0 1]
* Oregon does vote-by-mail.
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Turnout Source

EAC Election Day Survey Source Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Turnout Source 2004 General Election Not Specified Voting in Precinct/Polling Place Absentee Voting Early Voting Provisional Ball
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:33| Ballots| Percent| Early| Percent| Percent|
Election| Total Sum| Counted Percent| Absentee Absentee| Voting Early Voting Provisional| Provisional|
Administration| Ballots| Total| Unknown| Percent] In Polling Level| 1In Polling Cases| Ballots| Level| of Ballots| Cases| Ballots| Level| of Ballots| Cases| Ballots| Level| of Ballots| Cases|
Jurlsdltﬂnnﬂ Counted| Cases) Percent|| Plac Cases| Percent| Places| Cases| >100%| Counted Cases| Percent| Counted| Cases| >100%| Counted Cases| Percent| Counted s| >100%| Counted s| Percent| Counted| Cases| >100%)|
2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908 9,922,294] 875 619,629 6.2 7,286,032] 248 73.4 78.5] 248 657,844] 238 6.6 7.1] 238 1,246,292 27] 12.6 45.6 27 112,497] 250[ 1.1 1.2[ 250
Punch card 260| 10,938,861] 255 5,243,965 47.9 3,875,388 132] 35.4 72.5] 132 1,183,648 233] 108 12.4] 231 530,785 74] 4.9 24.1 74 105,075]  238] 1.0 1.0 237
394] 12,981,126] 384 8,487,732 65.4  3,700,759| 287 28.5 90.0] 287 583,080 369 4.5 5.0 369 98,512 22| 0.8 33.6 22 111,043[ 348] 0.9 1.0 348
1,734 2,172,234] 1,727 860,903 39.6  1,044,700] 1,011] 48.1 86.2| 1,011 1 150,782| 1,256] 6.9 8.4 1,251 111,944[ 171 5.2 255 171 3,905] 881 0.2 0.2[ 880
2,541| 49,661,061] 2,524 9,029,296 18.2  28,352,237] 1,617] 57.1 71.1] 1,617 7,347,262| 2,126] 14.8 16.8] 2,115 2| 4,334,886] 598] 8.7 21.1[ 598 597,380] 1,719] 1.2 1.4] 1,714]
608| 27,295,070] 601 3,231,509 11.8 17,384,983 441| 63.7 73.8] 441 1| 3,269,181 se0] 12.0 12.9] 558 3,173,908]  296] 11.6 22.4] 296 235,489 595] 0.9 0.9] 592
123] 8,891,707] 122 629,818 7.1 5959893 114] 67.0 69.2[ 114 1,548,418] 120] 17.4 17.5] 120 693,052 34| 7.8 22.4 34 60,526] 101 0.7 0.7[ 101
Changed Voting Equipment Since|
2000 General Election|
|Yes 1,753]  35,479,523[ 1,739] [ 3,936,182 [ 11.1] 21,652,417 874] 61.0] 69.9]  874] 2| 5,573,374] 1,265] 15.7 [ 16.6] 1,260] 1| 3,826,021] 323] 10.8 19.0] 323 491,529 814 1.4 1.5 813
[No 4,815] 86,382,830 4,749] 24,166,670 | 28.0 | 45,951,575] 2,976[ 53.2 | 75.3] 2,976] | 9,166,841] 3,637[ 10.6 | 11.9] 3,622] 1| 6,363,358] 899 7.4 27.3] 899 734,386] 3,318 0.9 1.0] 3,309
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place|
Yes 1,335 27,317,939 1,322] 3,961,138 | 14.5[ 19,051,011] 1,089] 69.7 | 81.2] 1,089] 1 2,584,867] 1,124] 9.5 11.2[ 1,124] [ 1,589,304] 332] 5.8 18.3]  332] I 131,619] 1,232 0.5 | 1,232]
No 5,233 94,544,414 5,166] || 24,141,714 | 25.5 | 48,552,981| 2,761] 51.4 | 70.8] 2,761] 1| 12,155,348] 3,778] 12.9] 13.9] 3,758] 2| 8,600,075] 890] 9.1 | 24.7]  890] I 1,004,296] 2,900 1.2 ] | 2,890]
Election Day Registration|
Yes 2,823] 8,152,145[ 2,792] [__2750,199 |  33.7[ 4,701,563] 912[ 57.7 | 91.4] 912] | 640,285] 1,652[ 7.9 | 9.9 1,640] 2[ 59,469]  62] 0.7 | 7.4]  62] I 629] 618] 0.0 0.0 618]
No 3,745 113,710,208 3,696] || 25,352,653 | 22.3 | 62,902,429] 2,938] 55.3 72.4] 2,938] 1] 14,099,930] 3,250 12.4 | 13.6] 3,242| || 10,129,910] 1,160] 8.9 | 23.8] 1,160] | 1,225,286 3,514 1.1] 1.1] 3,504]
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 44,662,901] 1,123 8,757,030 | 19.6 | 23,631,193] 917] 52.9 68.0[ 917 8,298,521| 1,074] 18.6 20.3[ 1,067 3,131,012] 441] 7.0 15.7] 441 845,145] 1,078] 1.9 2.0] 1,074]
4,@]‘ 69,964,775| 4,312 19,319,180 27.6 _ 37,233,762| 1,880 53.2 74.4] 1,880 1| 6,051,666] 3,294] 8.6 9.6 3,281 2| 6,992,605 734[ 10.0 30.7[ 734 367,562| 2,384] 0.5 0.6] 2,378
1,056 7,234,677] 1,053 26,642 | 0.4 [ 6,739,037] 1,053] 93.1 93.1] 1,053 1 390,028] 534] 5.4 6.0 534 65,762 47] 09 95| 47 13,208] 670] 0.2 0.4 670
No Excuse Absentee Balloting|
Yes 3,781 46,531,514] 3,731] [ 3,710,913 | 8.0 | 27,451,170] 1,746] 59.0 | 65.5] 1,746] [__9,775,880] 2,403[ 21.0 ] 23.6] 2,386] 2| 4,750,586] 588] 10.2 | 16.6]  588] I 842,965] 1,831] 1.8 1.9] 1,827]
No 2,787] 75,330,839] 2,757| 24,391,939 [ 32.4 [ 40,152,822] 2,104] 53.3] 80.2] 2,104] 2 4,964,335] 2,499 6.6 | 7.2 2,496] | 5438793 634 7.2 ] 36.6] 634] I 382,950] 2,301] 0.5] 0.6 2,295
Early Voting Allowed|
Yes 1,701]  50,903,807[ 1,681] [ (833,530 (1.6)[ 32,353,422] 1,657] 63.6 | 64.3] 1,657] 1 8,434,428] 1,546] 16.6 | 17.6] 1,541] [ 10,189,379] 1,222[ 20.0 | 23.5] 1,222] I 760,108] 1,626] 1.5 1.5] 1,622]
No 4,867 70,958,546] 4,807 || 28,936,382 | 40.8 | 35,250,570] 2,193] 49.7 | 84.6] 2,193] 1 6,305,787] 3,356] 8.9 10.1] 3,341] 2| | | | | | 465,807] 2,506] 0.7 | 0.8] 2,500]
Covered By Section 203, Language|
Minority Requirements|
|Yes ﬂ{ 34,287,661 450] [ 3,583,240 [ 10.5 | 18,294,853] 414] 53.4 ] 60.7]  414] [ 6,020,135] 400] 17.6 | 19.3]  395] [ 5,701,036] 345] 16.6 | 26.3]  345] I 688,397] 440] 2.0] 2.0]  437]
[No 6,100 87,574,692| 6,038] 24,519,612 | 28.0 | 49,309,139 3,436[ 56.3 | 79.7] 3,436] 2| 8,720,080 4,502] 10.0 | 11.0] 4,487] 2| 4,488,343 877 5.1 | 20.6] 877| | 537,518] 3,692 0.6 0.7] 3,685]
Covered By Section 5 of Voting|
Rights Act|
Yes 880 27,429,425] 872] [__3.868325 | 14.1] 15774,405] 681 57.5 | 68.7] 681] [ 2,180,434] 706] 7.9 9.5] 703] [ 5,328,856] 475] 19.4 | 29.9]  475] I 277,405] 788] 1.0 1.1]  781]
No 5,688 94,432,928] 5,616] | 24,234,527 | 25.7 | 51,829,587| 3,169] 54.9 | 75.1] 3,169] 2| 12,559,781] 4,196] 13.3 ] 14.3] 4,179] 2| 4,860,523] 747] 5.1 | 19.0]  747| | 948,510 3,344] 1.0 1.1] 3,341

* Oregon does vote-by-mail.
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Turnout Source

EAC Election Day Survey Source Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Turnout Source 2004 General Election Not Specified Voting in Precinct/Polling Place Absentee Voting Early Voting Provisional Ball
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:33] Ballots Percent] Early] Percent] Percent]
Election Total Sum| Counted Percent| Absentee Absentee| Voting Early Voting Provisional Provisional
Administration Ballots Totall Unknown|  Percent| In Polling| Level| In Polling Cases| Ballots Level| of Ballots| Cases| Ballots Level of Ballots Cases| Ballots Level|  of Ballots Cases|
code _Name Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases| Percent| Source| Unknown) Place| Cases| Percent] Places| Cases| >100%) Counted| Cases| Percent| Counted| Cases| >100%| Counted| Cases| Percent] Counted s| >100%] Counted s| Percent] Counted| Cases| >100%]
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710] 20,812,375| 1,687 9,900,010 47.6 9,736,138 1,583| 46.8 94.0| 1,583 1 1,038,414] 1,093 5.0 5.5 1,091 137,813| 1,397 0.7 0.8 1,396
1,423| 42,266,877| 1,417 5,799,457 13.7 25,158,163| 1,094| 59.5 70.7| 1,094 1 3,236,840| 1,257 7.7 8.3| 1,256 7,937,056 878 18.8 28.8 878 135,361 1,340 0.3 0.3 1,334
2,9!&{ 31,316,030| 2,871 11,584,485 37.0 16,057,271 696 51.3 81.3 696 3,241,142| 2,064 10.3 12.0] 2,052 2| 225,659 95 0.7 20.0 95 207,473 882 0.7 0.8 882
420 25,445,308 402 798,237 3.1 14,674,575 366| 57.7 60.4 366 7,213,286 377| 28.3 30.8 372 2,026,664 249 8.0 13.7 249 732,546 402 2.9 2.9 399
113] 2,021,763] 111 20,663 1.0 1,977,845] 111] 97.8 97.8] 111 10,533] 111 0.5 0.5 111 12,722 111 0.6 0.6) 111
Urban to Rural
567 42,675,443 563 10,862,910 | 25.5 | 23,932,272 286| 56.1 77.2 286 4,820,385 479 113 12.0 478 2,508,694 25 5.9 18.9 25 551,182 322 1.3 1.4 322
871" 33,263,865 860 6,645,551 20.0 18,338,813 486| 55.1 68.9 486 1 4,720,914 688 14.2 16.3 687 1 3,217,189 89 9.7 24.2 89 341,398 485 1.0 1.1 484
1,712" 30,364,561| 1,685 7,563,884 24.9 15,783,352| 1,133 52.0 70.9] 1,133 1 3,573,928| 1,340 11.8 12.7| 1,335 1 3,201,269 348 10.5 28.7 348 242,128| 1,243 0.8 0.9] 1,237
3,307 13,536,721| 3,269 3,009,844 22.2 7,571,710| 1,834 55.9 75.0| 1,834 1,614,455| 2,284 11.9 14.4| 2,271 1,262,227 760 9.3 22.0 760 78,485 1,971 0.6 0.7 1,968
Not Available - Territories 113 2,021,763 111 20,663 1.0 1,977,845] 111 97.8 97.8] 111 10,533]  111] 0.5 0.5 111 12,722| 111] 0.6 0.6] 111
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
< 1,000 1,761 634,024| 1,740 413,264 65.2 181,680 535| 28.7 91.4 535 36,901 1,016 5.8 9.1| 1,004 1 2,089 21 0.3 21.1 21 90 465 0.0 0.1 463
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 1,630,543| 1,162 637,181 39.1 818,638 638 50.2 88.1 638 1 134,433 766 8.2 12.4 765 1 39,210 120 2.4 22.2 120 1,081 560 0.1 0.1 560
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 4,256,986| 1,038 1,003,300 23.6 2,618,360 764| 61.5 84.7 764 416,948 846 9.8 11.9 845 211,772 279 5.0 20.7 279 6,606 810 0.2 0.2 810
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 21,817,391| 1,689 5,165,538 23.7 12,888,120| 1,245 59.1 80.1| 1,245 1 2,012,094| 1,499 9.2 10.3| 1,497 1,681,757 547 7.7 25.7 547 69,882| 1,502 0.3 0.4] 1,499
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 33,587,618 570 8,387,441 25.0 18,301,533 419 545 74.0 419 3,685,800 516| 11.0 12.1 513 3,012,970 198 9.0 26.8 198 199,874 528 0.6 0.6 523
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140| 35,485,241 133 7,067,174 19.9 20,669,035 106| 58.2 72.9 106 4,741,873 124| 13.4 14.3 123 2,623,060 44 7.4 22.0 44 384,099 122 1.1 1.2 122
>=1,000,000 25| 22,427,696 24 5,408,099 24.1 10,147,890 19| 45.2 61.1 19 3,701,625 22| 16.5 18.3 22 2,618,521 13 11.7 20.9 13 551,561 24 2.5 2.5 24
Not Available 144 2,022,854 132 20,855 1.0 1,978,736 124| 97.8 97.8 124 10,541 113 0.5 0.5 113 12,722 121 0.6 0.6 121
Race and Ethnicity|
Predominently NH White 6,264] 112,362,361] 6,201 27,852,076 24.8 60,592,039| 3,627| 53.9 73.0| 3,627 2| 13,714,675| 4,685 12.2 13.5| 4,665 2| 9,185,781 147 8.2 24.4| 1,147 1,017,790| 3,885 0.9 1.0/ 3,875
B_Sﬂ 2,117,437 85 427,124 20.2 1,460,762 42| 69.0 88.6 42 133,709 48 6.3 7.8 48 75,091 25 3.5 13.7 25 20,751 64 1.0 1.1 64/
24| 127,150 23 23,559 18.5 82,833 11| 65.1 78.5 11 5,447 12 4.3 6.3 12 13,416 6| 10.6 13.5 6 1,895 16 1.5 1.6 16
Predominently Hispanic 5ﬂ| 5,209,222 46 (220,762) (4.2) 3,480,693 45| 66.8 67.0 45 866,228 43| 16.6 16.7 43 910,634 43| 17.5 17.8 43 172,429 45 3.3 3.3 45
Not Available 145] 2,046,183| 133 20,855 1.0 1,987,665] 125] 97.1 97.1] 125 20,156] 114] 1.0 1.0 114 4,457 1| 0.2 19.1 1 13,050]  122] 0.6 0.6] 122
Median Income|
< $25,000 29_8< 1,488,479 294 657,657 44.2 607,157 168| 40.8 78.7 168 73,437 189 4.9 6.3 189 148,276 88 10.0 27.7 88 1,952 237 0.1 0.2 237
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 5,685,388 876 1,302,465 22.9 3,268,500 594| 57.5 79.3 594 1 429,286 617 7.6 9.1 617 663,549 344 11.7 24.4 344 21,588 693 0.4 0.4 691
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 14,312,622 1,356 3,774,256 26.4 7,393,539 842 517 73.2] 842 1,376,230] 1,000 9.6 11.2] 998 1,693,698 401 11.8 28.0[ 401 74,899]  982] 0.5 0.6] 980
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,21§|| 26,144,458| 1,204 9,027,571 34.5 11,981,812 703| 458 71.6 703 2,485,580 915 9.5 10.6 911 1 2,460,233 198 9.4 27.7 198 189,262 764 0.7 0.8 760
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 26,227,676 871 3,698,470 14.1 16,288,261 452| 62.1 73.1 452 3,508,658 655| 13.4 14.2 650 1,208 92 8.9 20.3 92 401,079 453 1.5 1.6 452
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587" 15,037,096 577 2,917,029 19.4 8,091,829 292 53.8 67.5 292 1 2,225,866 439 148 17.5 434 1,602,280 50 10.7 24.4 50 200,092 267 1.3 1.5 267
>=$50,000 1,1@« 30,943,728| 1,173 6,704,538 21.7 17,994,126 672| 58.2 75.0 672 4,630,608 973 15.0 15.9 969 1 1,290,135 49 4.2 18.0 49 324,321 614 1.0 1.2 613
Not Available 151 2,022,906 137 20,866 1.0 1,978,768 127| 97.8 97.8 127 10,550 114 0.5 0.5 114 12,722 122 0.6 0.6 122
High School Education|
< 60% 1zg| 951,317] 125 263,707 27.7 456,226 73] _48.0 68.4 73 47,916] 106] 5.0 5.6] 106 181,380 48] 191 40.9 48 2,088 107] 0.2 0.2[ 107
>=60% to <70% 661 10,083,603] 652 1,120 11.1 6,195,326] 421] 61.4 73.0] 421 1,483,723|  505] 14.7 15.4] 501 1,069,084] 305 10.6 16.3] 305 215,147| 542[ 2.1 2.2[ 538
>=70% to <80% 1:646J 31,406,406| 1,630 9,462,513 30.1 15,020,134 959| 47.8 70.5 959 1 2,947,349| 1,260 9.4 10.5] 1,258 3,703,715 480 11.8 28.1 480 272,695| 1,120 0.9 0.9] 1,118
>=80% to <90% 3,111 65,275,468| 3,074 15,446,742 23.7 36,448,287| 1,692| 55.8 73.8| 1,692 1 8,161,642| 2,241 12.5 13.9] 2,228 1 4,595,262 346 7.0 22.1 346 623,535| 1,738 1.0 1.1] 1,734
>=90% 873 12,099,350 870 1,788,701 14.8 7,496,339 578| 62.0 74.3 578 2,079,429 676 17.2 18.6 675 1 635,481 42 5.3 25.9 42 99,400 502 0.8 1.0 502
Not 151 2,046,209 137 20,866 1.0 1,987,680 127| 971 97.1 127 20,156 114 1.0 1.0 114 4,457 1 0.2 19.1 1 13,050 123 0.6 0.6 123
* Oregon does vote-by-mail.
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Turnout Source

EAC Election Day Survey Source Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte

Turnout Source 2004 General Election Not Specified Voting in Precinct/Polling Place Absentee Voting Early Voting || Pr I Ball
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:33|

Percent|

Election| Total Provisional| Provisional
Administration| Ballots| Level Ballots| of Ballots| Cases|
Jurisdictions| Percent| Counted Counted|

Battleground States in 2004|
Presidential Election

Yes 3,003[ 43,980,255] 3,028] [ 9,227,637 21.0 | 23,916,154] 960 54.4 | 69.2] 960] 2] 6,992,306] 2,373 15.9 | 17.2[ 2,359] 2 3,484,304] 306 7.9 | 24.0]  306] I 359,854] 806 0.8 | 1.0]  806]
No 3,475| 77,882,098 3,460] || 18,875,215 24.2 || 43,687,838] 2,890 56.1 | 76.1] 2,890] | 7,747,909] 2,529 9.9 | 11.1] 2,523] | 6,705,075] 916 8.6 | 23.2] 916] | 866,061 3,326 1.1 | 1.1] 3,316
Margin of Victory in 2004|
Presidential Election

< 2.5% 10,753,542 508 2,621,914 24.4 5,750,849 291 53.5 71.4 291 1 1,448,820 353 13.5 14.4 351 859,746 43 8.0 26.9 43 72,213 282 0.7 0.7 281

>=2.5% to < 5.0% 8,077,591 471 2,310,119 28.6 3,999,669 266| 49.5 70.6 266 1,037,806 328| 12.8 13.9 327 673,994 49 8.3 25.2 49 56,003 261 0.7 0.8 261

>=5.0% to < 7.5% 9,931,823 506 2,013,191 20.3 5,578,649 276| 56.2 70.4 276 1,448,166 379| 14.6 15.6 378 757,159 43 7.6 19.3 43 134,658 288 1.4 1.4 288

>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 6,126,475 426 1,551,321 25.3 3,452,732 235 56.4 75.6 235 889,544 313 14.5 15.3 312 185,561 37 3.0 21.0 37 47,317 228 0.8 0.8 227

>=10.0 % 4,492 84,945,042 4,448 19,584,788 23.1 46,839,469| 2,664 55.1 73.5| 2,664 1 9,904,864| 3,408 11.7 13.0] 3,393 2| 7,712,919] 1,050 9.1 23.5] 1,050 903,002| 2,960 1.1 1.2| 2,952
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election

3,115" 47,293,906] 3,083 10,212,053 21.6 _ 26,081,362] 1,780] 55.1 72.0] 1,780 5,075,995] 2,407] 10.7 12.3] 2,397 1 5,550,017] 933] 11.7 25.9] 933 374,479] 2,087] 0.8 0.9] 2,081

Bush 50% to 55% 982 18,343,733 974 4,366,611 23.8 9,749,715| 516] 53.2 70.6] 516 2,279,780|  721] 12.4 13.3] 718 1,780,970 109] 9.7 24.2 109 166,657| 517 0.9 1.0 517

136| 1,386,188 135 460,212 33.2 654,013 85| 47.2 72.4 85 153,040 81| 11.0 11.8 81 115,367 7] 83 18.6 7 3,556 85| 0.3 0.3 85

150| 3,447,366] 149 974,470 28.3 1,743,644 91| 50.6 71.0 91 570,565 96|  16.6 17.4 95 114,916 7 3.3 13.2 7 43,771 89 1.3 1.3 89

50% to 55% 872| 16,109,589| 860 3,974,416 24.7 8,518,800| 508 52.9 70.6] 508 1] 2,115,907 632] 13.1 14.0] 628 1,366,455 70| 8.5 32.5 70 134,011] 498] 0.8 0.9] 496

1,161  33,249,808] 1,152 8,093,576 24.3  18,869,951| 746] 56.8 76.9] 746 1| 4,533,913] 844 136 14.9] 842 1 1,261,654 96| 3.8 14.1 96 490,714] 737 1.5 1.7] 735

Zﬂl 9,842 18 696 7.1 8,659 12| 88.0 95.1 12 482 10 4.9 8.2 10 5 8 0.1 0.1 8

* Oregon does vote-by-mail.
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Chapter 5
Absentee Ballots

On itsinstructions to the Election Day Survey, the U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC)
defined absentee voting as “voting prior to Election Day which requires that the voter meet
gualifications other than those generally required to register to vote.” Such requirements might be
that the voter must attest that they will be absent from their voting jurisdiction on Election Day. The
Election Day Survey instructions specifically request that ballots cast by military and overseas voters
not be included in responses to the survey. Statistics on military and overseas absentee ballots were
collected separately through the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA)
survey (which was labeled “ The Military and Overseas Absentee Ballot Survey”).

On absentee voting, the Election Day Survey asked for the number of absentee ballots requested, the
number returned, the number counted, the number not counted, and the five most common reasons
for rejecting absentee ballots. Table 5 presents results from the Election Day Survey on absentee
voting.

Applicability and Coverage
Nearly all states have some form of absentee ballots. The following 24 states provide “no excuse”

absentee ballots:
Alaska Idaho North Carolina South Dakota
Arizona lowa North Dakota Utah
Cdifornia Kansas Nebraska Vermont
Colorado Louisiana New Mexico Washington
Florida Maine Nevada Wisconsin
Hawaii Montana Oklahoma Wyoming

In addition, Oregon conducts elections by mail. Absentee voting is reported in Oregon for persons
who request a ballot because they will be away from their normal resident address when the mail
ballots are shipped to the state’ s voters. Those numbers are listed in Oregon’ s absentee column in
the tables, while the vote-by-mail counts are listed in the “Ballots Cast in Polling Place” column.

No jurisdiction among the following states reported absentee ballots requested: Alabama, Arizona
(which classifies @l absentee votes as early votes), Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas, Minnesota, New
Hampshire, and Vermont. No jurisdiction among the following states reported absentees returned:
Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Kansas, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, and Vermont. No
jurisdiction within the following states reported absentees counted: Arizona, Kansas, Maine,
Mississippi, South Carolina, and South Dakota. No jurisdiction among 30 states reported absentees
not counted.

Historical Context
Absentee voting was first established in the mid-1800s for soldiers during the Civil War. Northern
soldiers were reported to have cast 154,045 votes in 1864 (Lee 1916). Vermont became the first state
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to adopt absentee voting for civiliansin 1896, followed by Kansas in 1901 (for rail workers only,
expanded to all citizensin 1911) and Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, and North Dakotain 1914
(Steinbicker 1938). These early absentee balloting procedures did not operate in the same manner as
today. For example, Kansas and Nebraska permitted persons traveling outside their home county to
cast avote on Election Day in the presence of an election judge in another county within the same
state, which would be forwarded to the home county (Lee 1916). North Dakota was the first state to
adopt absentee voting in the familiar form known to modern voters: absentee voting by mail. Like
the secret ballot, the method was imported from Australia, which adopted absentee voting by mail in
1902 (Lee 1916). During and following World War |, absentee ballot |aws were extended to military
personnel in nearly all states and were extended to civiliansin all states, except Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and Kentucky by 1925 (Ray 1926).

Asthe number of states that allowed absentee voting increased, the acceptabl e reasons to be
permitted to cast an absentee ballot expanded. For example, by 1925, 11 states permitted sick and
disabled persons the right to cast an absentee ballot (Ray 1926). Michigan was perhaps the first state
to alow “no excuse” absentee voting by permitting absentee voting for “any person necessarily
absent while engaged in the pursuit of lawful business, or recreation” (Election Laws of Michigan,
Revision of 1936, Ch. X. Art. 3134, as quoted in Steinbicker 1938, original emphasis). Today, states
allow absentee balloting under a wide range of excuses that vary among the states, including:
religion, business, school, disability, and persons who live far from their polling place. Twenty-four
states permit absentee voting for any reason, or “no excuse.”

Complete historical statistics on absentee voting do not exist. A study of the 1936 e ection estimated
that absentee ballots constituted about 2.0 percent, or 0.9 million, of all ballots counted (Steinbicker
1938). Another study estimated 4.9 percent, or 3.4 million, absentee ballots were counted in the 1960
election (Andrews 1966). These estimates are unreliable since they depend on extrapolating absentee
statistics from afew states to the entire country.

Compared with the historical numbers, the number of absentee ballots cast has increased in recent
elections. Mitofsky International and Edison Media Research (the national exit poll organization)
estimate that 16.0 percent or 16.8 million absentee ballots were counted in the 2000 presidential
election. A similar percentage of 16.0 percent, or 12.5 million, were counted in the 2002
congressional election. Previous election estimates are not as reliable due to missing data for some
states. At aminimum, 12.0 percent, or 8.7 million, absentee ballots were cast in the 1998 election;
11.0 percent, or 10.6 million, in the 1996 election; 8.4 percent, or 6.4 million, in the 1994 election;
and 7.7 percent, or 8.1 million, in the 1992 election.

Some states have kept track of absentee balloting in the past, but most states have not. In many
instances, in both states and localities, absentee balloting numbers and results are combined with the
results from polling place voting and reported as just a single number. Therefore, datais not
available for agreat deal of the country, especialy on election returns. Some localities do keep
separate totals on absentee voting, but keep them only at the county level, not by precinct. As more
and more people vote via absentee, any kind of demographic and political analysis becomes much
more difficult to conduct in those jurisdictions.
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Survey Results

Table 5 presents data on absentee ball ots requested, returned, and counted from questions 4-6 on the
Election Day Survey. In the table, the number of absentee ballots requested is calculated as a
percentage of reported total registration, the number of absentee ballots returned is calculated as a
percentage of absentee ballots requested, and the number of absentee ballots counted is calculated as

a percentage of absentee ballots returned. The column headingsin Table 5 are as follows:

Table 5 Column Headings. Absentee Ballots

Col. Heading  Description

1 Code State census code

2 Name Respondent to Election Day Survey

3 Jurisdiction Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22

4 Total Registration Number of active and inactive registered voters, number of per-
sons who voted on Election Day in six states, and VAP datafor
North Dakota and jurisdictions in Wisconsin that do not have
voter registration, from col. 4 of Table 2

5 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 1, that
provided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP data
was substituted for voter registration data

6 Total Requested

Absentee Ballots Number of absentee ballots requested from survey question 4
Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 4
8 Percent Requested Number of absentee ballots requested (col. 6) divided by the
of Absentee Registration number of registered voters (col. 4)

9 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey questions 1 and
4, that provided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP
data was substituted for voter registration data

10 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of absentee
ballots requested (col. 6) is greater than the reported number of
registered voters (col. 4)

11 Total Absentees Number of absentee ballots returned from survey question 5

Returned
12 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 5
13 Percent Absentees Number of absentee ballots returned (col. 11) divided by the
Returned of Requested number of absentee ballots requested (col. 6)

14 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey questions 4 and
5

15 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of absentee

ballots returned (col. 11) is greater than the reported number of
absentee ballots requested (col. 6)
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Col.

16
17
18

19

20

21

22
23

24
25

Table 5 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading
Absentees Counted
Cases

Percent Absentee
Counted of Returned

Cases

Cases > 100%

Total Absentees
Not Counted

Cases

Percent Absentees
Not Counted of Returned

Cases
Cases > 100%

Description

September 27, 2005

Number of absentee ballots counted from survey question 6b

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 6b

Number of absentee ballots counted (col. 16) divided by the
number of absentee ballots returned (col. 11)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 5 and 6b
Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of absentee
ballots counted (col. 16) is greater than the number of absentee

ballots returned (col. 11)

Number of absentee ballots not counted from survey question 6¢

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 6¢

Number of absentee ballots not counted (col. 21) divided by the
number of absentee ballots returned (col. 11)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 5 and 6¢

Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of absentee
ballots not counted (col. 21) is greater than the reported number

of absentee ballots returned (col. 11)
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the dataiin Table 5 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 5 aswell as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

In the Election Day Survey, the EAC requested the number of absentee ballots requested, the
number returned, and the number counted in each jurisdiction. Analysisis provided for four
measures reported in Table 5. The total number of absentee ballots requested is calculated as aratio
to the total voter registration. The number of absentee ballots returned is calculated as aratio to the
number of absentee ballots requested. The number of absentee ballots reported counted and not
counted is calculated as aratio to the number of absentee ballots returned.

States were also asked to provide the five most common reasons why the absentee ballots were
rejected, although the actual numbers of ballots rejected by the reasons for rejection were not
requested. The states were not asked to provide this information for their individual jurisdictions,
just a statewide summary. The reasons, according to their frequency of mention by states, are as
follows:

Reasonsfor Rejecting Absentee Ballots Frequency of Mention
No voter signature 11

Ballot not timely received
Non-matching signature

Elector voted early or at the polls
Ballot returned as undeliverable
Ineligible to vote

No ballot application on record

No witness signature

Spoiled ballot

Ballot missing from envelope

Ballot returned in unofficial envelope

©

NDNWWWSMOU O ©



Election Data Services, Inc.
2004 Election Day Survey Report, Part 2 Survey Results
Absentee Ballots, Page 5-6 September 27, 2005

Reasonsfor Reecting Absentee Ballots (cont).  Frequency of Mention
Multiple ballots returned in one envelope 2

Elector deceased

Ballot replaced

Envelope not sedled

First-time voter without proper identification
No election official’s signature on ballot

No residence address on return envelope

PR R RPREPEN

Since fewer jurisdictions reported absentee ballots not counted, and because this should be the
reciprocal of ballots counted, the analysis below is discussed in terms of absentee ballots counted.
However, because of the high rate of counting returned absentee ballots, we found little variation
among jurisdictions that might provide insight into why absentee ballots were not counted beyond
the reasons provided by the states.

A pattern emerges in the tabulations between reported requested and returned absentee ballots.
Those jurisdictions reporting a lower rate of absentee ballots requested tend to have higher rates of
absentee ballots returned (correlation = -0.22).

An explanation may be related to the ease of requesting an absentee ballot. Jurisdictions with “no
excuse” absentee balloting report much higher request rates, but lower return rates, by about six
percentage points, than other jurisdictions. This pattern was similar to those jurisdictions permitting
early voting. We suspect jurisdictions with administrative procedures aimed to make voting more
accessible have other administrative provisions (unasked on the Election Day Survey) that ease the
request of absentee ballots, such as permanent absentee balloting. Where absentee ballots are more
difficult to obtain, the request rates may be lower, but the return rates are higher since these voters
truly desire to cast an absentee ballot.

We also note that centralized management of voter registration databases increases return rates and
counting of absentee ballots. Jurisdictions with statewide voter registration databases reported
dlightly lower request rates compared to jurisdictions in states without statewide voter registration
databases, but reported areturn rate almost 6 percentage points higher and a counting rate over 3
percentage points higher.

Thereis ageneral pattern of absentee ballot requests according to socioeconomic status, with lower
income and education jurisdictions tending to report lower rates of requesting absentee ballots than
high income and education jurisdictions. However, lower socioeconomic status jurisdictions reported
higher rates of return.

Thereis also agenera pattern of absentee ballot requests according to size of the jurisdiction and the
urban and rural character of ajurisdiction. Small-sized and rural jurisdictions tended to report the
lowest rates of absentee requests while large-sized and urban areas reported the highest rates of
absentee ballot requests. Like socioeconomic status, the large population and urban areas tended to
report the lowest rates of absentee ballots returned.

Among Section 203 covered jurisdictions, we see a higher reported rate of requested absentee
ballots, and alower rate of return than other jurisdictions. Thisis consistent with the findings already
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discussed above, that jurisdictions that report higher rates of requesting absentee ballots report fewer
ballots returned than other jurisdictions, though there may be a slight amplification of this negative
relationship in Section 203 jurisdictions when compared to similar tabulations, in terms of absentee
ballots requested, such asjurisdictions that permit early voting or “no excuse” voting. This
relationship may be related to the lower return rates in predominantly Hispanic and predominantly
non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions, these latter jurisdictions in particular reported both a
low request rate and alow return rate.

States

Washington reported the highest rate of absentees cast as a percentage of registration, at 64.5
percent, more than twice that of the next closest state, California. Oregon reported the lowest
percentage, at 0.9 percent, but this report is deceptive since the state’ s balloting is completely by
mail and absentees refer only to people who request a ballot because they will be away from their
normal residence when the normal mail ballots are to be sent out. Next to Oregon, Louisiana had the
lowest percentage of absentee ballots requested, at 1.2 percent. Twenty states and two territories
reported absentee ballots requested as a percentage of registration at 5 percent or lower.

The District of Columbia reported the lowest percentage of returned absentee ballots (at 72.6
percent), and five states reported return rates between 70 to 80 percent. However, states with low
rates of return may count absentees returned to polling places on Election Day as votes cast within
polling place, rather than as an absentee ballot. Colorado had the highest return rate of 98.0 percent,
and 20 states and two territories reported return rates above 90 percent.

The most consistent reporting across jurisdictions is the counting of absentees. Jurisdictions reported
that most returned absentee ballots were counted. The District of Columbia reported the lowest rate
of counting absentee ballots at 87.5 percent and Maryland reported the highest rate, slightly over 100
percent. Approximately 81 jurisdictions reported more absentee ballots counted than the number
returned because voters turned in absentee ballots in the polling place or other locations and they
were not counted as part of the returned pool of ballots.

Regions

The West had, by far, the highest reported rate of absentee ballots requested, due to the popularity of
absentee voting within states in the region and laws that promote absentee voting. The request rate
would be even higher if al of Oregon’s mail-in ballots were classified as absentee. The reported
request rate of absentee balloting in the West, 27.1 percent, was more than six times that of the
lowest region, the Northeast, at 4.3 percent. The Midwest reported an absentee request rate of 9.0
percent and the South, 6.9 percent.

The South reported the lowest rate of absentee return, 88.4 percent, followed by, in increasing order,
the Northeast, 88.5 percent; the West, 86.6 percent; and the Midwest, 94.1 percent.

The South reported a counting rate of returned absentee ballots of 93.7 percent; all other regions
reported a counting rate around 98 percent.
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Urban to Rural

As one would expect, suburban jurisdictions reported the highest rate of requested absentee ballots
(at 13.5 percent). On the other hand, urban jurisdictions reported the lowest request rate of absentee
ballots, 9.5 percent.

Small town jurisdictions reported the lowest rate of return, 87.3 percent, and rural areas report the
highest rate of return, 92.2 percent.

Urban areas reported the lowest rates of counting absentee ballots, 94.3 percent, and suburban areas
reported the highest rates, 98.6 percent.

Size of Jurisdiction

The largest population jurisdictions, those over one million voting age population (VAP), reported a
rate of requested absentee ballots of 14.8 percent, more than double that of the smallest population
jurisdictions, 6.8 percent. There is no discernible pattern among jurisdictions with populations in-
between, which vary within 7.8 and 11.6 percent.

On the other hand, the reported rate of return tends to decrease with population size of the
jurisdiction. The largest population jurisdictions reported the lowest rate of return, 86.4 percent,
while the smallest population jurisdictions reported this highest, 95.6 percent.

Reported rates of counting absentee ballots were dlightly over 98 percent for all jurisdictions except
the largest, which reported a counting rate of 93.0 percent.

Race and Ethnicity

Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported the highest request rate for absentee ballots, 13.6
percent, slightly more than twice the lowest reported rate in predominantly non-Hispanic Black
jurisdictions, at 5.7 percent. Predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions reported arate, 10.9
percent, slightly lower than predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions. Predominantly non-Hispanic
Native American jurisdictions reported arate, 6.1 percent, slightly higher than predominantly non-
Hispanic Black jurisdictions.

Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported the lowest return rate, 87.5 percent, and
predominantly non-Hispanic Black jurisdictions reporting the highest return rate, 90.7 percent.

Predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions reported the lowest counting rate, 96.8 percent, and
predominantly non-Hispanic Black jurisdictions reported the highest counting rate, 99.7 percent.

Median Income

Reported rates of absentee ballots requested tend to increase with jurisdiction median income,
though the rate dlightly drops off at the highest income level. The reported request rate for the
highest income jurisdictions, 13.8 percent, is about three times greater than the lowest income
jurisdictions, 4.7 percent.

Reported rates of return tend higher for lower income jurisdictions than for higher income
jurisdictions. The lowest income jurisdictions reported the highest rate of return, 92.2 percent,
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slightly more than five percentage points greater than jurisdictions with median income $45,000—
50,000, at 87.4 percent.

Reported rates of counting absentee ballots tended not to vary in a discernible pattern with median
income. The lowest rate of counting was 92.8 percent for jurisdiction median income $40,000—
45,000, and the highest rate was 99.3 percent for jurisdictions with median income $45,000—
$50,000.

High School Education

Reported rates of absentee ballots requested tend to increase with education levels, except for the
second lowest level of education, which reported a rate much higher than the trend, 12.5 percent.
Jurisdictions with the lowest level of education reported arequest rate of 3.4 percent and those at the
highest level reported 17.8 percent.

Reported rates of absentee ballots returned tend to increase with education levels, except that the
highest rate of return was reported by jurisdictions with the lowest rates of education, 97.2 percent.
This surprising result may be related to the small request rate within these jurisdictions. The second
lowest education category reported areturn rate of 96.0 percent and the highest reported 90.2
percent.

Reported rates of counting absentee ballots tend not to vary greatly with education, between 96.3
and 98.6 percent.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Jurisdictions covered by Section 203 reported almost twice the absentee request rate than other
jurisdictions, 15.9 versus 8.6 percent. Jurisdictions covered by Section 203 reported areturn rate five
percentage points lower than other jurisdictions, 85.9 versus 90.9 percent. Jurisdictions covered by
Section 203 reported a counting rate four percentage points lower than other jurisdictions, 94.6
versus 98.6 percent.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

Jurisdictions covered by Section 5 reported alower absentee request rate than other jurisdictions, 7.3
versus 11.8 percent. Jurisdictions covered by Section 5 reported a return rate slightly higher than
other jurisdictions, 90.4 versus 88.3 percent. Jurisdictions covered by Section 5 reported a counting
rate slightly higher than other jurisdictions, 98.4 versus 96.6 percent.

Type of Voting Equipment

Optical scan voting equipment jurisdictions reported the highest absentee ballot request rate, 14.5
percent, more than four times higher than the lowest reported rate for lever jurisdictions, 3.2 percent.
Optimal scan jurisdictions were followed by, in descending order: multiple-systems, electronic,
punch-card, and paper-equipment jurisdictions.

Lever voting-equipment jurisdictions reported the lowest rate of absentee ballot return, 85.6 percent.
Paper jurisdictions had the highest rate, 95.2 percent. Paper jurisdictions were followed by, in
descending order: multiple-systems, electronic, optical-scan, punch-card, and lever jurisdictions.
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Reported rates of counting absentee ballots were above 97 percent for all jurisdictions except
electronic, at 93.5 percent.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000

Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported higher rates of requesting absentee ballots than
other jurisdictions, 14.2 versus 9.3 percent. Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported
slightly lower rates of returned absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 88.4 versus 88.8 percent.
Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported lower rates of counting absentee ballots than
other jurisdictions, 95.1 versus 98.0 percent.

Statewide Voter Registration Database

Jurisdictions with statewide voter registration databases reported lower rates of requesting absentee
ballots than other jurisdictions, 8.7 versus 11.3 percent. Jurisdictions with statewide voter
registration databases reported higher rates of returned absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 93.4
versus 87.8 percent. Jurisdictions with statewide voter registration databases reported higher rates of
counting absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 99.0 versus 96.4 percent.

Election Day Registration

Jurisdictions with Election Day registration reported slightly lower rates of requesting absentee
ballots than other jurisdictions, 10.2 versus 10.8 percent. Jurisdictions with Election Day registration
reported higher rates of returned absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 94.7 versus 88.4 percent.
Jurisdictions with Election Day registration reported slightly lower rates of counting absentee ballots
than other jurisdictions, 96.6 versus 96.9 percent.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

Jurisdictions employing within-jurisdiction provisional ballot acceptance reported a higher rate of
requesting absentee ballots than jurisdictions employing within-precinct provisional ballot
acceptance, 16.1 versus 7.6 percent. Jurisdictions employing within-jurisdiction provisional ballot
acceptance experienced lower rates of returned absentee ballots than jurisdictions employing within-
precinct provisional ballot acceptance, 87.4 versus 90.0 percent. Jurisdictions employing within-
jurisdiction provisional ballot acceptance experienced higher rates of counting absentee ballots than
jurisdictions employing within-precinct provisional ballot acceptance, 98.0 versus 95.4 percent.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting

Jurisdictions with “no excuse” absentee balloting reported almost four times the rate of requesting
absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 20.1 versus 5.1 percent. Jurisdictions with “no excuse’
absentee balloting reported lower rates of returned absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 87.1
versus 92.3 percent. Jurisdictions with “no excuse”’ absentee balloting reported lower rates of
counted absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 96.1 versus 98.5 percent.

Early Voting

Jurisdictions with early voting reported almost twice the rate of requesting absentee ballots than
other jurisdictions, 14.6 versus 7.8 percent. Jurisdictions with early voting reported lower rates of
returned absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 87.5 versus 90.3 percent. Jurisdictions with early
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voting reported lower rates of counting absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 95.4 versus 98.9
percent.

Battleground States

Jurisdictions in battleground states reported a higher rate of requesting absentee ballots than other
jurisdictions, 14.2 versus 8.9 percent. Jurisdictions in battleground states reported slightly higher
rates of returned absentee ballots than other jurisdictions, 89.3 versus 88.1 percent. Jurisdictionsin
battleground states reported dightly lower rates of counting absentee ballots than other jurisdictions,
96.0 versus 97.6 percent.

Presidential Margin of Victory

The reported absentee ballot request rate is similar among jurisdictions according to the presidential
margin of victory, ranging between 11.1 and 13.1 percent. The reported absentee ballots return rate
is similar among jurisdictions according to the presidential margin of victory, ranging between 88.0
and 90.3 percent. The reported absentee ballot counting rate is similar among jurisdictions according
to the presidential margin of victory, ranging between 96.1 and 98.8 percent. It should be noted that
the lowest rate of counting absentee ballots was from the least competitive jurisdictions.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions won by Kerry tended to have slightly higher rates of requesting absentee ballots than
jurisdictions won by Bush, averaging about 13 percent among jurisdictions won by Kerry and 10
percent for those won by Bush. The reported rate of returning absentee ballots was similar across
jurisdictions with regard to the presidential vote within the jurisdiction, ranging between 88.5 and
90.4 percent. The reported rate of counting absentee ballots was similar across jurisdictions with
regard to the presidential vote within the jurisdiction, above 97.7 percent for all jurisdictions except
those won overwhelmingly by Kerry, which reported a counting rate of 93.9 percent.
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Absentee

EAC Election Day Su rvey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Absentee Ballots 2004 General Election Requested Absentees Returned Absentees Counted Absentees Not Counted Absentees
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:57 Total Percent Percent| Percent Percent|
Election| Total Absentees Absentee! Total
Administration Total Absentee| Absentee of Cases| Absentees Returned of| Cases| Absentees Counted of Cases| Not Counted Cases|
Code  Name Jurisdictions| tion| Cases| Ballots| Cases| Cases|>100% Returned| Cases Cases|>100%| Counted| Cases| Returned| Cases|>100%| NotCounted| Cases| Not Counted| of Cases|>100%|
01 Alabama 67 2,597,629 67| 41,772 45
02  [Alaska 1 472,160 1 85,570 1 18.1 1 64,110 1 74.9 1 62,017 1 96.7 1 2,093
04 [Arizona 15" 2,642,120 15 0 0 0 0 0
05 Arkansas 75 1,699,934 75 34,430 59 2.7 59 40,013 65
06 California E 16,646,555 SSj 4,866,605 54 29.5 54/ 4,181,809 56 85.9 54 2 4,108,088 57 96.7. 55 4 73,731 47 73,721 3.6 47
08 Colorado 64 3,101,956 64 673,304 62 21.8 62 328,551 47 98.0 46 5| 600,075 62 96.3 46, 3 -271,524
09 Connecticut 169 1,831,567 169 144,582] 169 141,698| 169 98.0/ 169 2 2,884
10 Delaware 3 553,917 3| 20,004 3 3.6 3 18,449 3 92.2 3 18,360 3 99.5 3 89 3 89 0.5 3
11 District of Columbia 1 383,919 1 14,538 1 3.8 1 10,555 1 72.6 1 9,894 1 93.7. 1 661
12 Florida 67 10,300,942 67| 1,820,114 67 17.7 67 1,526,579 67, 83.9 67 1,336,297 67 87.5 67 16,150 65 190,282 1.1 65
13 Georgia 159 4,248,802 159 693,027 159 16.3 159 671,257 159 96.9] 159 669,940 159 99.8| 159 23,046| 134 1,317 3.8] 134
15 Hawaii 5 647,238 4 93,996 4 14.5 4 83,926 4 89.3 4 83,098 4 99.0 4 828
16 44 915,637 44 39,303 44 4.3 44 34,706 44 88.3 44 1 34,609 44 99.7. 44 97! 9, 97 1.0 9
17 110 7,195,882 104 294,874 104 4.1 104 253,221 104/ 85.9 104 191,177 95 99.6 95 1] 62,044
18 92| 4,296,602 92| 260,550 92 260,550 92 100.0 92 0 0
19 Iowa 99 2,226,721 98| 496,607 98 22.3 98 468,612 98 94.4 98 458,016 98 97.7 98 10,596 97, 10,596 2.3 97
20 Kansas 105 1,695,457| 105
21 Kentucky 120 2,794,286 120 104,127 120 3.7 120 100,253 120 96.3 120 98,661 120 98.4 120 1,592 114/ 1,592 1.6 114
22 Louisiana 64 2,932,142 64 35,741 64 1.2 64/ 27,628 64/ 77.3 64 26,870 64 97.3 64/ 758 42 758 4.7 42
23 Maine 517 1,026,219 517, 169,126 507 16.5 507 162,663 507 96.2 507
24 Maryland 24 3,105,370 24 146,425 24 4.7 24/ 134,671 24/ 92.0 24 139,440 24 103.5 24/ 19| 3,900 24/ -4,769 2.9 24
25 Massachusetts 351 4,098,634 351 166,099 288 4.3 288 147,841 280 89.1 279 145,493 280 98.6 278 1] 2,348
26 Michigan 83 7,164,047 83 900,168 83 12.6 83 868,628 83 96.5 83 861,305 83 99.2] 83 7,322 83 7,323 0.8 83
27 Minnesota 87—| 2,977,496 87| 231,711 87
28 Mississippi Bl|| 1,469,608 66 115,526 62 4.0 60
29 Missouri 116 4,194,416 llgl 218,973 116 5.2 116 207,980 115 95.2 115 204,607 116 98.2 115 3,373
30 Montana 5§|| 638,474 Sfj 99,567 56 15.6 56 94,967 56 95.4 56 91,076 56 95.9 56 1 3,891 49 3,891 4.2 49
31 Nebraska 93 1,160,193 93| 112,392 93 9.7 93 106,306 93 94.6 93 106,552 93 100.2 93 29 -246
32 Nevada 17" 1,073,869 17| 118,321 17 11.0 17 91,307 16 79.1 16 1 93,364 17 99.3 16 1 -2,057
33 [New Hampshire 241" 950,292| 241 62,059] 239
21 5,011,693 21 226,219 21 4.5 21 200,259 21 88.5 21 194,168 21 97.0 21 6,091 21 6,091 3.0 21
33" 505,356 20 71,680 20 14.5 19 54,609 18 91.7 18 1 65,936 21 98.3 18 3 -11,327
E« 11,837,068 58| 367,109 56 3.3 56 308,087 56 83.9 56 2 269,390 53 96.4; 53 9,957, 53 38,697 3.6 53
i 100 5,526,981 100 152,401 100 2.8 100 128,606 100 84.4 100 122,984 100 95.6 100 5,622 61 5,622 5.7 61
38 North Dakota 53 490,179 53" 53,866 53 11.0 53 51,569 53 95.7 53 51,116 53 99.1 53 453 38 453 1.0 38
39 Ohio 88 7,965,110 SBJ 667,292 88 8.4 88 626,729 88 93.9 88 611,210 88 97.5 88 3 15,519
40 Oklahoma 77 2,143,978 77| 164,744 77 7.7 77 151,688 77 92.1 77 149,880 77 98.8 77 1,808 73 1,808 1.2 73
41 Oregon 36 2,141,249 36 19,300 34 0.9 34 14,378 29 77.3 29 14,091 29 98.0 29 287 14/ 287 2.6 14
42 Pennsylvania 67 8,366,455 67| 262,064 64 3.8 64/ 150,080 48 89.7 48 7 146,263 48 97.5 48 3,974 34/ 3,817 4.3 33
44 Rhode Island 39 707,234 39 21,498 39 3.0 39 19,304 39 89.8 39 7| 19,271 39 99.8 39 33 24 33 0.2 24
45 South Carolina 46 2,318,235 46| 181,045 46 7.8 46 158,018 46 87.3 46
46 South Dakota 66 502,261 66 98,014 66 19.5 66 94,634 66 96.6 66
47 Tennessee Sj 3,748,235 95| 64,447 95 1.7 95 58,690 95 91.1 95 57,676 95 98.3 95 1,014
48 Texas 254 13,098,329 254 324,554 246 2.6| 246 295,251 248 89.6 245 13| 283,159 248 95.9 248 12,421 201 12,092 4.4| 201
49 Utah 29 1,278,912 29| 45,419 28 3.6, 28 36,510 28 80.4 28 1 31,467 24 100.1 24/ 1 5,043
50 Vermont 246 444,508 246 60,072 244 942 85
51 Virginia 134 4,515,675| 134 239,283 134 5.3 134 224,403 134 93.8| 134 3 221,890 134 98.9] 134 2,513
53  |washington 39 3,508,208 39 2,210,249 34 64.5 34 1,916,812 34 86.7 34 1,982,457 39 99.8 34 2) -65,645
54 West Virginia 55 1,168,694 55) 22,263 53 2.0 53 19,333 53 86.8 53 20,004 55 98.8 53 5| -671
55 Wisconsin 1,95‘ 4,179,774| 1,894 307,719] 1,263 9.4] 1,262 2| 295,366| 1,259 94.4] 1258 4 264,898 1,259 95.8| 1255 6| 30,468
56 Wyoming Z:ﬂ 273,950 23] 48,948 23 17.9 23 47,238 23 96.5 23 47,008 23 99.5 23 230 18 230 0.6 18
60 American Samoa 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 2,440,131 110 2,221 109 0.1 109 9,215 110 414.7 109 107] 9,215 110 100.0 110 0
78 Virgin Islands 1 50,731 1 1,488 1 2.9 1 1,402 1 94.2 1 1,318 1 94.0 1 84
Total 55| 177,265,030 16,870,660 |4,736 10.8(4,732 2| 14,851,332 4,829 88.7| 4559| 154| 14,740,215|4,902 96.9| 4186 81 182,990|1,289 111,117 2.8] 1203
Maximum 1,910 16,646,555 4,866,605 (1,263 64.5(1,262 2| 4,181,809|1,259 414.7| 1258| 107 4,108,088 (1,259 103.5| 1255 29 73,731| 201 190,282 5.7| 201
Average 119 3,344,623 366,753| 105 9.9| 105 2 322,855| 107 97.0| 106 11 307,087| 104 98.0 99 5 7,624 58 3,056 2.5 57
Minimum 1 50,731 o 1 0.1 1 2 (] 1 72.6 1 1 o 1 87.5 1 1 (] 3 -271,524 0.2 3
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Absentee

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Absentee Ballots 2004 General Election Requested Absentees Returned Absentees Counted Absentees Not Counted Absentees
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:57 Total Percent| Percent| Percent Percent
Election| Total Absentees| Absentee Total!
Administration| Total Absentee Absentee of| Cases| Absentees| Returned of | Cases| Absentees Counted of| Cases| Not Counted Cases|
[Code Name Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases| Ballots| Cases Registration| Cases|>100% Returned| Cases Requested| Cases|>100% Counted| Cases| Returned| Cases|>100%|( Not Counted| Cases| Not Counted of Returned| Cases|>100%
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
908|  14,484,493] 877 723,148] 247 5.3] 246 663,998] 246 93.4] 245 105" 657,844] 238 97.4] 232 6| 2,489 6 6,154 2.6 6
260|  15,767,547] 259  1,334,105] 234 8.9 234 1,193,054[ 237 87.7] 218 2| 1,183,648] 233 99.3] 227 5 5647] 45 9,406 44| 45
394 21,662,619 390 692,678] 215 3.4] 214 627,179] 369 85.6] 199 4| 583,080] 369 97.2[ 366 4 13,827 109) 44,099 3.5] 108
1,734 3,085,167| 1,733 168,260/ 1,330 6.7 1,329 156,285] 1,311 95.2] 1311 6| 150,782 1,256 99.0] 913] 22 1,003] 136 5,503 56 77
2,541 69,198,628] 2,523]  8,310,070[ 2,056 14.5] 2,055 2| 7,231,586] 1,981 88.0] 1945] 28 7,347,262| 2,126 08.0[ 1799] 23 49,417] 589 -115,676 2.6] 563
608] 40,068,685 608[ 3,962,711 553 11.1] 553 3,588,232 587 88.5] 543 5| 3,269,181] 560 93.5] 551 21 78,202 358 319,051 2.7] 358
123 12,997,891 122] 1,679,688 101 13.6] 101 1,390,998] 98 92.2[ o8 1 1548418 120 97.3[ o8 32,405 ‘d -157,420 370 46
Changed Voting Equipment Since|
2000 General Election|
Yes 1,753[  51,149,755[ 1 74%" 6,504,908] 1,164] 14.3] 1,164 1 5,738,187[ 1,224] 88.5] 1148] 4]  5573,374[ 1,265] 95.1 1045] 27| 43,532] 284] 164,813] 2.4] 273]
No 4,815 126,115,275] 4,766] _10,365,752] 3,572 9.4] 3,568] 1 9,113,145[ 3,605] 88.9] 3411] 150[  9,166,841] 3,637] 08.0[ 3141] 54| 139,458[ 1,005] -53,696] 3.2 930]
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place|
Yes 1,335]  37,384,852[ 1,321 2,651,016] 985] 8.9 o984] I 2,615511] 1,144 93.6] 974] 1 2,584,867 1,124] 99.0[ 1030] 11 34,615]  449] 30,644] 2.0[ 449]
No 5233] 139,880,178 5,191] 14,219,644] 3,751 11.3[3,748] 2] 12,235,821 3,685] 87.8] 3585] 153 12,155,348] 3,778 96.4] 3156] 70| 148,375 840 80,473 3.0 754
Election Day Registration|
Yes 2,823] 10,323,368] 2,806| 565,096 1,837] 10.3] 1,836] 2[ 539,973] 1,833] 94.7] 1832] §|| 640,285/ 1,652] 96.7] 1322] 6| 327]  27] -100,312] 0.7]  27]
No 3,745 166,941,662] 3,706] 16,305,564] 2,899] 10.9] 2,896] | 14,311,359 2,996] 88.5] 2727] 149 14,099,930[ 3,250] 96.9] 2864] 75 182,663| 1,262| 211,429] 2.8] 1176]
Ballot
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 65,077,741] 1,143[ 9,632,591 849 16.1] 848 7,999,995 754 87.4] 751] 23]  8,298,521[ 1,074 o8.0[ 739] 33] 112,382 4@| -298,526 3.7] 382
In Precinct Only 4,350] 103,336,604] 4,316]  6,972,065] 3,173 7.6 3,170 2| 6,591,782| 3,360 90.1] 3094] 23]  6,051,666| 3,294 95.5] 3239 4§|| 70,058] 774 540,116 1.8] 774
None 1,056 8,850,685] 1,053 266,004] 714 5.4 714 259,555 715 97.6] 714 108| 390,028] 534 99.3[ 208 550 47] -130,473 1.0l 47
No Excuse ing|
Yes 3,781]  64,333,790[ 3,750] 11,763,686[ 2,731] 20.2[ 2,729] 2[  9,948,196[ 2,711] 87.1[ 2707] 15[  9,775,880[ 2,403] 96.1[ 2128] s0f  114,278] 584] 172,316] 29[ 499]
No 2,787 112,931,240[ 2,762] 5,106,974 2,005] 5.2[ 2,003] || 4,903,136[ 2,118] 92.4] 1852[ 139]  4,964,335[ 2,499] 98.6] 2058] 31| 68,712 705] -61,199] 2.6 704
Early Voting Allowed|
Yes 1,701] 73,710,075] 1,686 9,923,747] 1,288] 14.6] 1,287] [ 8,352,808[ 1,215] 87.5] 1209] 23]  8,434,428[ 1,546] 95.4] 1213] 17 148,987] 877[ -81,620] 3.0[  792]
No 4,867| 103,554,955] 4,826]  6,946,913] 3,448] 7.9] 3,445] 2| 6,498,524] 3,614] 90.4] 3350 131]  6,305,787[ 3,356] 98.9] 2973] 64 34,003 412| 192,737| 2.0 a11]
Covered By Section 203,
! Minority Req
Yes 468] 50,756,496 453  7,377,338] 415] 15.9] 414] [ 6,278,091] 414] 85.9] 402] 15" 6,020,135 400] 94.6] 393[ 9[ 97,439]  276] 257,956] 3.3 276]
No 6,100 126,508,534] 6,059  9,493,322] 4,321] 8.7] 4,318] 2| 8,573,241 4,415] 91.0] 4157 136 8,720,080] 4,502] 98.6] 3793 72 85,551] 1,013] -146,839] 2.1 927]
Covered By Section 5 of Voting|
Rights Act
Yes 880] 40,868,855] 864  2,622,102] 760] 7.3[ 758] [~ 2,270,593] 700] 90.4] 697] 16]  2,180,434] 706] 98.4] 651 1] -9,512]  411] 90,159] 3.2[ a11]
No 5,688 136,396,175] 5,648] 14,248,558] 3,976] 11.9[ 3,974] 2| 12,580,739] 4,129] 88.4] 3862[ 138] 12,559,781[ 4,196] 96.6] 3535 80|  192,502] 878] 20,958 2.7] 792
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Absentee

EAC Election Day Su rvey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Absentee Ballots 2004 General Election Requested Absentees Returned Absentees Counted Absentees Not Counted Absentees
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:57 Total Percent Percent| Percent Percent|
Election| Total Absentees Absentee! Total
Administration Total Absentee| Absentee of Cases| Absentees Returned of| Cases| Absentees Counted of Cases| Not Counted Cases|
|code Name Jurisdictions|| Registration| Cases| Ballots| Cases|  Registration| Cases|>100%| Returned| Cases Requested| Cases|>100%| Counted| Cases| Returned| Cases|>100%]| NotCounted| Cases| Not Counted| of Returned| Cases|>100%
Demographics
Region|
1,710 34,273,670] 1,709 1,212,115| 975 4.3] 975 1,132,816 1,120 88.5| 950 lﬂ 1,038,414| 1,093 97.4. GOQ 3| 20,997| 217 94,402 3.4 131
1,423 62,606,676| 1,407| 4,132,669| 1,310 6.9] 1,308 3,525,381/ 1,191 88.4| 1188 16 3,236,840/ 1,257 93.7| 1145 24| 65,386| 717, 288,541 22| 717
2,902 44,048,138| 2,879 3,149,905| 1,964 9.2 1,963 2| 3,233,595| 2,051 94.2| 1958 4 3,241,142| 2,064 98.4| 1972 39| 18,371 218 -7,547 1.3] 218
420 33,845,684| 406 8,372,262 377 27.1 376 6,948,923| 356 86.6| 353 11 7,213,286 377 97.7| 350, 15 78,236| 137, -264,363 3.6 137
113 2,490,862 111 3,709] 110 0.1 110 10,617] 111 286.1] 110] 107 10,533] 111 99.2| 111 -I 84
Urban to Rural|
567 63,441,314| 566 5,670,099 432 9.6| 432 5,033,429| 474 88.5| 427 §|| 4,820,385| 479 94.4] 462 5" 90,392 65! 213,044 2.3 63
871 47,552,530 86§| 5,265,333| 599 13.5| 599 1) 4,593,632| 672 88.8| 583 6 4,720,914| 688 98.6| 627, 16) 62,504| 133 -127,282 27| 127
1,710 44,193,768| 1,690 4,141,911| 1,238 10.7] 1,237 1 3,651,437| 1,295 87.3] 1188 10" 3,573,928| 1,340 97.5| 1099 17| 9,913 437 77,509 3.6] 402
3,307 19,586,556/ 3,277 1,789,608| 2,357 10.8| 2,354 1,562,217| 2,277 92.2| 2251 2§|| 1,614,455/ 2,284 98.4| 1887 43 20,181| 654, -52,238 3.5 611
Not Available - Territories 113 2,490,862 111 3,709] 110 0.1 110 10,617] 111 286.1] 110] 107 10,533] 111 99.2| 111 84
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
< 1,000 1,761 895,006| 1,757 38,191] 1,085 6.8] 1,085 1 37,406| 1,083 95.6/] 1080 1 36,901| 1,016 98.6] 819 5| 119 3& 505 2.7 9
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,182,148] 1,164 152,236| 742 10.8| 742 1 148,765| 769 95.4| 733 6 134,433 766 98.5| 575 13 751 107 14,332 2.9 68
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 5,966,645| 1,037 432,781 778 9.5| 777 424,804 798 95.5| 740 10| 416,948| 846 98.0| 714 19| 3,239| 254 7,856 3.2 242
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 31,472,681| 1,681 2,066,132 1,359 7.8| 1,358 2,004,802| 1,407 93.5| 1269 21 2,012,094/ 1,499 98.2| 1348| 24| 22,833 537, -7,292 3.1 532
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 48,992,270 582 4,149,249| 504 9.7 503 3,754,246| 508 89.1| 477 7 3,685,800 516 98.8| 481 16| 40,505 259 68,446 2.2| 259
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 To' 51,396,493| 139 5,400,674| 125 11.7| 125 4,466,839 120 87.6| 117 1 4,741,873| 124 98.1] 115 4] 19,690| 76 -275,034 2.9 75
>=1,000,000 25 33,867,508 25| 4,627,465 23 14.8 23 4,003,644 23 86.5 23 1 3,701,625 22 93.1 22 95,853 18 302,019 3.0 18
Not Available 144 2,492,279 127 3,932] 120 0.2 119 10,826 121 275.2| 120| 107 10,541 113 99.2] 112 285
Race and
Predominently NH White 6,264| 163,662,585] 6,234 15,612,881] 4,482 11.0[ 4,481 2]l 13,793,684| 4,593 88.7] 4327] 45] 13,714,675] 4,685 96.8| 3980| 80| 159,485| 1,236 79,009 2.8] 1150
Predominently NH Black 85 3,098,023 81 227,214 70 5.7 69 143,684 52 90.7 51 133,709 48 99.7. 40 1 4,988 21 9,975 4.6 21
Predominently NH Native Americai| 24 231,022| 24 10,499| 20 6.1 20 9,427 20 89.8] 20 5,447 12 97.2 11 113 4 3,980 4.3 4
Predominently Hispanic EQ" 7,749,995 45| 1,005,984 43 13.6 42 884,054 42 87.5 40 2 866,228 43 97.8 42 18,404 28 17,826 2.1 28
Not Available 145 2,523,405 128 14,082) 121 0.6] 120 20,483 122 1454] 121 107| 20,156| 114 99.4] 113 ﬂ 327
Median Income]|
< $25,000 298] 2,504,552| 287 151,452 258 4.7 256 78,626] 230 92.2| 228 73,437 189 98.7| 168 4] 1,241 84 5,189 3.2 84
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884" 8,917,739 871 510,418| 746 6.3] 745 437,260 683 91.7| 681 11 429,286| 617 97.9] 546 IBJ 8,045 242 7,974 3.6] 240
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 22,970,583 1,366 1,574,055/ 1,049 8.4 1,049 1,401,035| 1,026/ 89.9| 1007 13) 1,376,230/ 1,000 97.9| 867| 20| 28,597| 367, 24,805 3.2| 350
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 40,443,694 1,213 2,936,674 897 8.1 897 1 2,500,192 913 87.7| 880 9 2,485,580 915 98.0| 769 13| 38,804| 274 14,612 3.0] 251
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 37,780,840| 877 4,161,562| 563 12.3| 563 3,813,681 605 88.7| 557 5 3,508,658| 655 92.8| 540, 7 88,474| 151 305,023 3.1 132
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587 21,218,675| 587 2,475,130 365 13.9] 365 2,181,987| 381 87.4] 360 2 2,225,866| 439 99.3| 347 1 -49,484 63 -43,879 1.3 53
>=$50,000 1,180 40,936,586| 1,178| 5,057,433| 737 14.0| 737 1) 4,427,721 869 89.0| 725 7 4,630,608| 973 98.2| 837, 18| 67,313 108; -202,887 2.8 93
Not Available 151 2,492,361 13§| 3,936/ 121 0.2] 120 10,830] 122 275.0] 121 107 10,550 114 99.2| 112 -I 280
High School i
< 60% 12_5" 1,817,027] 124 52,521] 116 3.4] 116 49,329 105 97.2] 104 1] 47,916 106 97.5] 101 | 1,039 62 1,413 3.2] 62
>=60% to <70% 661 14,944,978 64§|| 1,769,625 556 12.5| 554 1,458,935| 500 86.0| 496 5| 1,483,723| 505 97.6| 448, 5:| -25,495| 228, -24,788 3.2 228
>=70% to <80% 1,64£|| 49,285,773| 1,631 3,540,501| 1,281 7.9] 1,280 3,036,101| 1,274 86.9| 1222 20, 2,947,349| 1,260 97.1] 1113 16| 79,004| 415 88,752 3.8 405
>=80% to <90% 3,111 93,198,279 3,10§|| 9,361,286/ 2,145 11.6| 2,145 1) 8,498,560| 2,242 89.3| 2108 17, 8,161,642| 2,241 96.3| 1904| 50| 120,669| 527, 336,918 2.4] 474
>=90% 873 15,495,512| 871 2,132,641| 516 17.8| 516 1 1,787,920| 585 90.8| 507 4 2,079,429 676 98.6] 507 10| 7,773 57! -291,509 1.7 34
Not Available 151 2,523,461 133“ 14,086| 122 0.6] 121 20,487 123 1454 122 107 20,156| 114 99.4| 113 331
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Absentee

EAC Election Day Su rvey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matte:
Absentee Ballots 2004 General Election Requested Absentees Returned Absentees Counted Absentees Not Counted Absentees
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:03:57 Total Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent]|
Election| Total Absentees| Absentee Total
Administration Total Absentee Absentee of] Cases|  Absentees| Returned of Cases Absentees Counted of] Cases| Not Counted Cases
Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases| Ballots| Cases| Registration| Cases|>100% Returned| Cases| Requested| Cases|>100% Counted| Cases| Returned| Cases|[>100%| Not Counted| Cases| Not Counted| of Returned| Cases|>100%
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|
Yes 3,003 64,166,639] 3,062] 7,822,484 2,058] 14.3] 2,056] 2| 6,568,964] 1,955] 89.4] 1953] 1§|| 6,992,306] 2,373] 96.0] 1950] 23 38,329] 293[ -423,342] 1.3] 292]
No 3,475| 113,098,391] 3,450  9,048,176] 2,678] 8.9] 2,676] | 8,282,368] 2,874] 88.1] 2606] 136 7,747,909] 2,529] 97.6] 2236] 58] 144,661] 996| 534,459] 3.5] 911]
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|
< 2.5% 515] 15,923,548] 513  1,580,879] 336 11.7] 336 1,479,904] 362 89.7] 327 1 1,448,820 353 98.8] 285 §|| 19,126 73 31,084 2.3 68
.5% to < 5.0% 47§|| 11,133,130] 472  1,146,426] 326 11.0] 326 933,092| 334 88.0] 313 5| 1,037,806] 328 98.8| 263 5| 9,651] 59 -104,714 23] 51
.0% to < 7.5% 510) 13,830,932 508 1,703,199 380 13.0[ 379 1,338,088 390 88.1] 368 5| 1,448,166| 379 98.2| 322 5‘" 15,543| 82 -110,078 23] 73
.5% to < 10.0 % 429 8,833,490| 428 963,415| 291 12.9] 291 883,284 295 90.3| 277 889,544 313 98.3| 247 3 6,845| 54 -6,260 1.7 49
>=10.0 % 4,492| 125,044,988] 4,463 11,472,993[ 3,288 10.6[ 3,286 2| 10,206,247] 3,331 88.5] 3159] 36]  9,904,864] 3,408 96.1] 2052] 63]  131,825[ 1,021 301,383 3.0 962
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By
in 2004 identi i
3,115]  68,178,580[ 3,004]  55812,982[ 2,408 10.1] 2,407 1| 5,264,857] 2,424 88.7] 2318] 32[  5,075,995[ 2,407 97.9] 2209] 56| 104,781] 832 188,862 3.2 826
982 26,682,203] 979  2,570,129| 697 10.4] 696! 2,071,546| 704 88.5| 668 §|| 2,279,780| 721 97.8| 588 9 31,355 162 -208,234 2.3] 150
136 2,041,746| 135 168,761 85 9.4| 85 156,198 96 90.4| 83 153,040 81 98.3| 59 1 2,134| 16 3,158 1.7] 12
150 4,850,492 150 649,776| 93 152 93 590,593| 108 88.1] 93 I 570,565| 96 97.7] 78 9,974 21 20,028 2.4 19
s7g|| 23,160,396| 866|  2,337,981| 591 11.5] 591 2,115483| 614 89.1| 568 Q" 2,115,907| 632 99.4| 505 9 11,151] 113 -424 2.0 93
1,161 49,846,628 1,153| 5,326,659| 742 12.0 741 1| 4,641,330] 761 88.5| 709 4 4,533,913| 844 94.0] 630 6 23,595 145 107,417 2.9 103
25| 14,032 21 663 10 9.3 9 708 11 97.1 10 I 482 10 100.0 6) 0] 226
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Chapter 6
Provisional Ballots

Table 6 presents data from the Election Day Survey on provisional ballots. Under the Help America
Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA), if an individual appears at the polls on Election Day to cast a ballot but
isnot listed on the voter registration rolls, that individual is permitted to cast a provisional ballot.
And if theindividual islater determined to be eligible to vote, the provisional ballot is counted as a
vote. The Election Day Survey asked for the number of provisional ballots cast, the number counted,
and the five most common reasons for rejecting provisiona ballots.

Section 302(a) of HAV A establishes the process of provisional balloting:

If an individual declares that such individual is aregistered voter in the
jurisdiction in which the individual desiresto vote and that the individual is
eligible to vote in an election for Federal office, but the name of the individual
does not appear on the official list of eligible voters for the polling place or an
election official asserts that the individual is not eligible to vote, such individual
shall be permitted to cast a provisional ballot as follows.

The applicability of provisional balloting coversindividuals who appear at the polls on Election Day
to cast a ballot but are not listed on the voter registration rolls; in some states, first-time voters who
cannot provide identification, as required under HAVA; and in some states, voters who were
challenged at the poll. Election administrators are required to notify individuals of their opportunity
to cast aprovisiona ballot.

While all individuals may cast a provisional ballot, the states differed in their interpretation of the
phrase “registered voter in the jurisdiction in which the individual desiresto vote” as to what defines
avalid provisional ballot: isthe jurisdiction an individual’ s voting precinct, county, or some other
jurisdiction? The ambiguity in the HAV A language resulted in controversy in the 2004 election and
lawsuits seeking to expand the definition of “jurisdiction” when counting provisional balots. In
2004, as detailed below, in 18 states provisional ballots were eligible to be counted if cast outside the
individual’s home precinct. In 25 states, provisional ballots were disqualified if cast outside the
individual’ s home precinct. Seven states with Election Day registration were exempt from the
HAVA provision, but three of these adopted provisional ballots for some classes of individuals
seeking to vote.

If theindividual is later determined to be eligible to vote, the provisional ballot is counted as a vote.
A 2004 survey of 35 state el ection administrators by the National Association of Secretaries of State
(NASS) reveadled that for the 2004 €l ection states begin verification procedures as early as Election
Day and as |ate as one week after the election. The procedure may last as short a period as the
completion of Election Day up to more than two weeks.
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HAVA requires that states provide individuals casting provisional ballots with free accessto a
mechanism by which they can determine the disposition of their ballots. The NASS survey revea ed
that the methods of notification varied among Web sites, toll-free phone lines, and direct contact by
local election administrators.

Applicability and Coverage

HAVA required all statesto offer provisiona ballotsin federal elections beginning in 2004, although
some states are exempt because they have no voter registration (North Dakota) or have aternative
systems, such as Election Day registration (Idaho, Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Wisconsin,
and Wyoming). The states of Maine, Wisconsin, and Wyoming allowed provisional balloting for
first-time voters who were unable to provide identification or whose ballots were challenged at the
polls. The other four states had no form of provisional balloting and no data was reported for them.
New Hampshire and North Dakota allowed voters without identification to sign affidavits swearing
to their identity. Minnesota and Idaho did not allow first-time voters without identification to cast
ballots.

Mississippi and Pennsylvaniafailed to provide any data on provisional ballot usein their states. The
states of California, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Missouri, New Mexico, New Y ork, and West Virginia
did not provide full statisticsfor all their jurisdictions.

Reasons for rejecting provisional ballots vary. In 18 states, provisional ballots are eligible to be
counted if cast outside the individual’s home precinct. In 25 states, provisional ballots are
disqualified if cast outside the individual’ s home precinct.

States where provisional ballots are eligible to be counted if cast outside the correct precinct:

Alaska Delaware New Mexico Utah
Arizona Georgia North Carolina Vermont
Arkansas Illinois Oregon Washington
Cdlifornia Louisiana Pennsylvania

Colorado Maryland Rhode Island

Historical Context

Prior to the adoption of HAV A, some states provided for the casting and counting of provisional
ballots. The rules regarding the use of “provisional ballots’ were uneven among states. For example,
Ohio provided a method of provisional balloting to persons who moved within the state but did not
reregister at their new address by Election Day. California provided a method of provisional
balloting to persons who could not establish their eligibility at the polls. Texas provided a method of
provisional balloting for persons who were challenged at the polls. State and local jurisdiction
statistics are unavailable as to the incidence of these pre-HAV A forms of provisional balloting.

HAV A mandated the use of provisional ballotsin federal elections starting January 1, 2004. The
November 2, 2004, election isthe first federal election to be conducted with national usage of
provisional ballots. Although provisional balloting has provided a minimum standard for provisional
balloting, as described above, the application of how and when provisional ballots will be cast and
counted varies among the states. Furthermore, some states permit provisional balloting only in
federal elections.
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Survey Results
Table 6 presents data on provisional ballots cast and counted from questions 8 and 9 on the Election
Day Survey. In the table, the number of provisional ballots cast is calculated as a percentage of

reported total registration, and the number of provisional ballots counted is calculated as a
percentage of provisional ballots cast. The column headingsin Table 6 are asfollows:

Column Headings for Table 6. Provisional Ballots

Col. Heading  Description

1 Code  State censuscode

2 Name  Respondent to Election Day Survey

3 Jurisdiction Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22

4 Total Registration Number of active and inactive registered voters, number of per-
sons who voted on Election Day in six states, and VAP data for
North Dakota and jurisdictions in Wisconsin that do not have voter
registration, from col. 4 of Table 2, “ Registration”

5 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 1, pro-
vided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP datawas
substituted for voter registration data

6 Ballots Cast Number of ballots cast in polling places on Election Day, from col.

in Polling Places 9 of Table 4, “Turnout Source’

7 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey questions 1 and
3, that provided Election Day registration data, and for which VAP
data was substituted for voter registration data

Total Provisional Cast Number of provisional ballots cast from survey question 8
Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 8
10 Percent Provisional Number of provisional ballots cast (col. 6) divided by the number
Cast of Registration of registered voters (col. 4)

11 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey questions 1 and
8, provided Election Day registration data, or for which VAP data
was substituted for voter registration data

12 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of provisional
ballots cast (col. 6) is greater than the reported number of regis-
tered voters (col. 4)

13 Percent Provisional Number of provisional ballots cast (col. 8) divided by the number

Cast of Polling Places of ballots cast in polling places on Election Day (col. 6)

14 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey questions 3 and 8

15 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of provisional
ballots cast (col. 8) is greater than the number of ballots cast in
polling places on Election Day (col. 6)

16 Total Provisional Number of provisional ballots counted from survey question 9

Counted
17 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 9
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Column Headings for Table 6 (cont.)

Col. Heading  Description
18 Percent Provisional Number of provisional ballots counted (col. 11) divided by the
Counted of Prov Cast number of provisional ballots cast (col. 6)
19 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 8 and 9
20 Cases > 100% Number of jurisdictions where the reported number of provisional

ballots counted (col. 11) is greater than the reported number of
provisional ballots cast (col. 6)
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 6 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanaysisis based only on data that was reported to the U.S. Election Assistance Commission on
the Election Day Survey. Many state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not
cover all local election jurisdictions. In Table 6 aswell as other tables in this report, ajurisdiction
was excluded from a statistical calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the data
items (i.e., columns) used in the calculation. A column labeled “ Cases’ next to each statistical
calculation shows the number of jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

Regarding provisional ballots, the Election Day Survey asked for the number of provisional ballots
cast, the number counted, and the five most common reasons for rejecting provisional ballots.
Overall, at least 1,901,591 individuals sought to cast a provisional ballot in the 2004 election. That
amounted to 1.25 percent of all persons registered for the election and 2.56 percent of ballots cast in
polling places on Election Day. The states reported that at least 1,225,915 provisional ballots were
counted, or 64.50 percent of those provisiona ballots cast.

States were a so asked to provide the five most common reasons why the provisional ballots were
rejected, although the actual numbers of ballots rejected categorized by the reasons for rejection
were not requested. The states were not asked to provide this information for their individual
jurisdictions, just a statewide summary. The reasons, according to their frequency of mention by
states, are as follows:

Reasonsfor Rejecting Provisional Ballots Frequency of Mention
Not registered 18

Wrong precinct

Improper 1D

Incomplete ballot form
Wrong jurisdiction
Already voted

Ballot not timely received
Ineligible to vote

No signature
Administrative error
Non-matching signature
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Reasonsfor Reecting Provisional Ballots (cont.)  Frequency of Mention
Other

Registration purged

Deceased

Elector challenged

First-time voter registering on Election Day
Missing ballot

Multiple ballots in one envelope

Name missing from voter list
Nonappearance within 24 hours
Nonverifiable signature

PR RPRRPRPREPRPRELNN

We calculated three measures of provisional balloting in our analysis: the number of reported
provisional ballots cast as a percentage of the voter registration, the number of reported provisional
ballots cast as a percentage of ballots cast in polling places, and the report number of provisional
ballots that were counted as a percentage of the reported number of provisional ballots cast.
Generally we found the same relationships for the number of provisional ballots cast as a percentage
of voter registration or as a percentage of ballots cast in polling places.

The patterns of provisional balloting revealed by our analysis suggest that administrative rules and
procedures are most related to the casting and counting of provisional ballots. Most notably,
jurisdictions that permitted jurisdiction-wide acceptance of provisional ballots reported higher rates
of provisional ballots being cast, but also reported a much higher incidence of provisional ballots
being counted, than other jurisdictions.

Those jurisdictions with statewide voter registration databases reported alower incidence of casting
provisional ballots than states without voter registration databases, suggesting that better
administration of voter registration rolls might be associated with fewer instances where voters
would be required to cast a provisional ballot due to a problem with their voter registration.

Over one million provisional ballots were reportedly cast in Section 203 covered jurisdictions, and
correspondingly, there was a higher incidence of provisional ballots cast in Section 203 covered
jurisdictions than those jurisdictions not covered. The rate of counting the provisional ballots was
dlightly higher in Section 203 jurisdictions, but could not offset the much higher incidence of casting
provisional ballots.

On arelated note, predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions had the highest rate of casting provisional
ballots, followed by predominantly non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions. While the counting
of provisional ballots was highest in predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions, predominantly non-
Hispanic Native American jurisdictions had a counting rate under 50 percent.

Higher incidences of casting provisional ballots can also be found in urban and high population
density areas, but these jurisdictions also had higher rates of counting provisional ballots. Rates of
counting provisional ballots also tended to increase with the income and education level within a
jurisdiction.
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States

Among those jurisdictions reporting, Alaska reported the highest incidence of provisional ballots
cast as a percentage of voter registration, at 4.93 percent, followed by California, at 4.08 percent, and
Arizonaat 3.84 percent. Twenty-four states reported provisional ballots as a percentage of
registration at 0.3 percent or lower, with Vermont and Wyoming the lowest at just under 0.03
percent.

As a percentage of votes cast at the polling place, Washington was the highest at 11.29 percent,
followed by Alaska, 10.63 percent; Arizona, 8.99 percent; and California, 8.47 percent. The change
in the relative order is a consequence of the varied incidence of other methods of voting, such as
absentee and early voting. The states with the lowest incidence of provisional balloting were again
Vermont and Wyoming at 0.05 percent.

States reported a very wide range of whether the ballots were counted. Maine had the highest rate of
provisional ballots counted, and serves as an interesting case, since the state permits first-time voters
without required identification to cast a provisional ballot. Maine reports slightly more ballots
counted, 486, than cast, 483. Thisis presumably a consequence of a data-entry error. More
generaly, nearly all provisional ballots cast in Maine were counted.

After Maine, Alaska reported the highest rate of counting provisional ballots, at 96.60 percent. Thus,
even though Alaska had the highest incidence of provisiona balloting, those ballots tended to be
counted. Oregon followed at 85 percent, and also serves as an interesting case because persons
casting a provisional ballot are motivated people who go to their county election administrative
officesto cast aballot if they did not receive one by mail. Washington, Nebraska, and Ohio all
reported counting rates near 79 percent.

States with low reported rates of counting provisional ballots were Delaware at 6.3 percent, Hawalii
at 7.20 percent, and Oklahoma at 7.70 percent. Table 6A shows the states sorted by the two methods
of calculations.

Regions

Jurisdictions in the West reported the highest percentage of provisional ballots cast, 2.94 percent of
voter registration or 6.54 percent of votes cast in polling places, but aso reported the highest rate of
counting those ballots, 74 percent. The Northeast reported the second highest percentage of
provisional ballots cast as a percentage of voter registration, 1.34, but reported the lowest rate of
counting those ballots, 42.8 percent. As percentage of ballots cast at the polling place, the Northeast
reported the lowest incidence of cast provisional ballots at 0.86 percent. The Midwest was next in
provisional ballots cast, 0.80 percent of registration or 1.91 of votes cast in polling place, and
reported the second highest rate of counting, 69.20 percent. The South reported the lowest rate of
casting provisional ballots, at 0.44 percent of registration and 1.01 percent of ballots cast in polling
places, and the third highest rate of counting, at 49.90 percent.

Urban to Rural

Urban jurisdictions reported the highest rate of provisiona ballots cast, 1.55 percent, followed by
suburban jurisdictions at 1.12 percent, small towns at 1.02 percent, and rural jurisdictions, at 0.67
percent. The same pattern was reported when cal culated as a percentage of ballots cast in polling
places. Suburban jurisdictions reported the highest rate of counting provisional ballots, 73.10
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percent, followed by rural jurisdictions at 68.50 percent, urban jurisdictions at 61.60 percent, and
small towns at 59.30 percent.
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Table 6a. Provisional Ballot Usage, Sorted

September 27, 2005

I Provisional Ballots Cast Provisional Ballots Counted
Parcant Parcent
Provisionasl Provisionasl
Cast of Counted of
|Ranking  Hama Registration| Hame Frow Cast
1 Alaska 4,53 [Maine 100.0
2 California 4.02 |alaska 35.5
3 Arizona 1,84 |Oregon 83.3
E] District of Colum 2,52 |Nebraska 79.1
5 Kansas 2,69 |Washington 79.0
] washington 2,67 |Ohio 78.4
T New York 2,21 |Virgin Islands 7r.6e
8 Utah 2,05 |Colorado 75.9
9 Ohio 1,55 |California 73.2
10  |Colorado 1.65 | Arizona 72.5
11 Maryland 1.35 [District of Columbia 7i.1
12 Mebraska 1.30 [Kansas 70.4
13 Morth Carolina 1.40 [utah 70.4
14  |Mew Mexico 1.31 | Maryland £5.1
15 New Jersey 1.28 |South Carolina 63.1
16 |West Virginia 1,25 |North Carolina £5.0
17 Puerto Rico 0,85 [Puerto Rico 38.4
18 Lowa 0,69 |wWest Virginia 38.2
19 Illinois 0,60 |Michigan 3.3
20  |Mevada 0.37 |New Jersey 35.3
21 Virgin Islands 0,30 |wWisconsin 33.1
22 |Arkansas 0,43 [lowa 52.2
23 Dragon 2,39 [Montana 31.2
24 Rhode Island 0,30 [INinois 531.2
25 Georgia 0,30 |Arkansas 47.9
26 Texas 0,27 |Rhode Island 45.8
27 Florida 0,27 |New Meaxico 44.5
18 Alabama 0,25 [Mew York 40.3
29 Massachuseatks 0,25 |Missouri 40.2
30 Tennessesa 0,23 |Nevada 39.5
31 South Carolina 21 |Louisiana 39.3
32 Louisiana 0,20 [ Tennessea 7.6
33 Missouri 0,20 |Florida 36.1
34 Indiana 0. 14 [Connecticut 31.7
35  |oklahoma 0,12 |Georgia 30.8
36 South Dakota 0,11 [Alabama 28.8
37  |virginia 0.10 |Wyoming 25.3
38 Montana 0,10 |Vermont 24.5
39 Connecticut 0.0% [Massachusetts 23.1
40 Michigan 0,05 |Texas 20.2
41 Delaware 0.07 |Indiana 15.9
42 Hawaii 0,05 |Virginia 15.56
43 |Kentucky 0,05 |Kentucky 14.5
44 Maine 0,05 | South Dakota 12.4
45 Wisconsin 0,04 |Oklahoma 7.7
46 Wiyoming 0,03 |Hawaii 7.2
47  |vermont 0,03 | Delaware 6.3
48 Idaho Idaho 0.0
49 Minnesota Minnesoka
50 Mississippi Mississippi
51 Mew Hampshire Mew Hampshire
52 North Dakota Morth Dakota
53 Pennsylvania Pennsylvania
54 American Samoa American Samoa
55 Guam Guam
Total 1.25 |Total 64.5
Maximum 483 | Maximum 100.0
Average 0.96 | Average 47.9
Minimum 0,03 | Minimum 0.0
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Size of Jurisdiction

The urban-to-rural trend on rate of provisiona ballots cast persists for the population size of the
jurisdiction. The reported rate of provisional ballots cast increases with population size, from 0.10
percent for voter registration in jurisdictions under 1,000 voting age population (VAP), to 2.51
percent in jurisdictions over one million VAP. For percentage of ballots cast in polling places, the
percentages ranged from 0.08 percent for the smallest jurisdiction to 6.08 percent for the largest.

The reported rate of counting provisional ballots generally increased with population size of the
jurisdiction. Jurisdictions with a population between 1,000 and 3,500 VAP reported the lowest rate
of counting provisional ballots, at 52.10 percent, while the largest jurisdictions reported 66.90
percent. However, the trend did not hold for the smallest jurisdictions below 1,000 VAP, which
reported 65.40 percent.

Race and Ethnicity

The highest reported incidence of casting provisional ballots among voter registration wasin
predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions, 2.81 percent, followed by predominantly non-Hispanic Native
American jurisdictions, 1.89 percent; predominantly non-Hispanic Black areas, 1.28 percent; and
predominantly non-Hispanic White communities, 1.12 percent. The order was the same when
calculated as a percentage of ballots cast in polling places, ranging between 6.25 and 2.25 percent.

The highest reported rate of counting provisional ballots was also among predominantly Hispanic
jurisdictions, 79.30 percent, followed by predominantly non-Hispanic White areas, 62.60 percent;
predominantly non-Hispanic Black communities, 58.60 percent; and predominantly non-Hispanic
Native American jurisdictions, 48.70 percent.

Median Income

Reported rates of casting provisional ballots as a percentage of voter registration generally rise with
the income level of the jurisdiction, from a 0.22 percent rate for jurisdictions with a median income
less than $25,000 to a 1.52 percent rate for median income between $40,000 and $45,000. The rate
drops off for the highest income jurisdictions, to 1.29 percent for those with a median income above
$50,000. The same pattern holds when calculated as a percentage of ballots cast in polling places,
ranging from 0.63 percent for the lowest category to 3.22 percent for jurisdictions with $40,000—
$45,000 median income, before dropping slightly to 2.49 percent for the highest category.

Generally, higher income jurisdictions counted provisional ballots at nearly twice the rate of lower
income communities. The reported rates for counting ballots follows a similar pattern, from alow of
39.80 percent counted in the lowest income category, to a high in the $45,000 and $50,000 range of
75.90 percent, and then dropping off slightly for the highest income category to 69.30 percent.
However, jurisdictions in the $35,000 and $40,000 range break the pattern, dipping to a 42.20
percent counted rate.

High School Education

The greatest variation in reported rates of provisional ballots cast occurs for the two lowest
education categories. For the lowest, the rate of casting ballots is 0.23 percent; the rate jumps to 2.37
percent in the next highest category, and then declines to a little more than 1.00 percent for the
remainder. The pattern is the same when calculated as a percentage of ballots cast in polling places,
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0.84 percent for the lowest category, 5.41 for the next highest, and about 2.00 percent for the
remainder.

The reported counting rate of provisional ballots generally shows a positive relationship between
ballots counted and education levels, rising from alow of 52.60 percent for the lowest education
category and rising to 72.30 percent for the highest. The deviation from the increasing pattern occurs
at the medium range of 70-80 percent high school education, with a counting rate dipping to 52.60
percent.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Thereisalarge difference in the reported rate of provisional ballots cast among Section 203 covered
jurisdictions. Those covered reported arate based on voter registration much higher, 2.04 percent,
than those that are not covered, 0.82 percent. When calculated as a percentage of ballots cast in
polling places, Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported 5.09 versus 1.38 percent for other
jurisdictions. Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported a slightly higher rate of counting provisional
ballots, 68.4 percent, than those not covered, 59.8 percent.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

Section 5 covered jurisdictions reported a slightly lower rate of casting provisional ballots when
calculated as a percentage of voter registration, 1.03 versus 1.25 percent, and a dlightly higher rate
when calculated for ballots cast in polling places, 2.49 versus 2.42 percent. Section 5 covered
jurisdictions reported a slightly higher rate of counting provisional ballots than jurisdictions not
covered by Section 5, 68.40 versus 63.20 percent.

Type of Voting Equipment

Among those jurisdictions reporting voting equipment, those with lever machines reported the
highest rate of casting provisional ballots when calculated as a percentage of voter registration, at
1.61 percent, but the second lowest when cal culated as a percentage of ballots cast in polling places,
0.68 percent. Paper jurisdictions reported the lowest rate by either measure, 0.30 percent for voter
registration and 0.39 percent for ballots cast in polling places. Most jurisdictions using other types of
voting equipment have similar rates of casting provisional ballots, around 1 percent for voter
registration or 2 to 3 percent for ballots cast in polling places.

Lever machine jurisdictions reported the lowest rate of counting those ballots, 41.30 percent,
followed by paper jurisdictions, which reported a counting rate of 58 percent. Other jurisdictions
ranged between 60 and 70 percent counting rates.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000

Those jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported a higher rate of provisional ballots
cast— 1.54 percent for voter registration and 3.42 percent for ballots cast in polling places—than
those jurisdictions that did not, which measured 1.05 and 1.97 percent, respectively. Those
jurisdictions that changed voting equipment also reported a higher rate of provisional ballots
counted, 67.50 percent, than those jurisdictions that did not, 62.40 percent.



Election Data Services, Inc.
2004 Election Day Survey Report, Part 2 Survey Results
Provisional Ballots, Page 6-12 September 27, 2005

Statewide Voter Registration Database

Statewide voter registration databases lead to almost half the number of provisional ballots being
cast. Those jurisdictions with statewide voter registration databases reported alower rate of casting
provisional ballots, 0.59 percent for voter registration and 1.21 percent for ballots cast in polling
places, than other jurisdictions, 1.37 and 2.86 percent, respectively. Both types of jurisdictions
reported similar levels of counting provisional ballots, slightly above 64 percent.

Election Day Registration

Those jurisdictions with Election Day registration might reasonably be assumed to not need
provisional ballots because voters can register at the polls. However, for three of the seven Election
Day registration states—Maine, Wisconsin, and Wyoming—yprovisional balloting was provided for
first-time voters who were unable to provide identification or voters whose ballots were challenged
at the polls. As the numbers show, this was arare event in these three states. In those states with
Election Day registration the reported incidence of provisiona ballots cast was 0.03 percent or
registration or 0.04 percent of ballots cast in polling places, and 78 percent of these ballots were
counted. For states without Election Day registration, the reported incidence of provisional ballots
cast was 1.22 percent of registration or 2.50 percent of ballots cast in polling places, and 64.3
percent were counted.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

Jurisdictions with jurisdictionwide provisional ballot acceptance reported higher rates of provisional
ballots cast, 2.09 percent of registration or 4.67 percent of ballots cast in polling places, than those
with in-precinct-only acceptance, 0.72 and 1.18 percent, respectively. Predictably, those jurisdictions
with more permissive jurisdictionwide acceptance reported higher rates of counting provisional
ballots, 71.50 percent, than other jurisdictions, 52.50 percent.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting

Jurisdictions with no excuse absentee balloting reported more than twice the rate of casting
provisional ballots, 1.94 percent of registration or 4.20 of ballots cast in polling places, than those
jurisdictions that did not, 0.74 and 1.14 percent, respectively. Jurisdictions with no excuse absentee
balloting reported a higher rate of counting provisiona ballots, 71.7 percent, than those jurisdictions
that did not, 52.5 percent.

Early Voting

Jurisdictions with early voting reported a higher incidence of provisional ballots cast, 1.52 percent of
registration and 3.430 percent of ballots cast in polling places, than those jurisdictions that did not,
0.93 and 1.45 percent, respectively. Jurisdictions with early voting reported a higher rate of
provisional ballots counted, 68.40 percent, compared to other jurisdictions, 58.60 percent.

Battleground States

Jurisdictions in battleground states reported a slightly lower incidence of casting provisiona ballots,
1.04 percent pf registration and 2.39 of ballots cast in polling places, than those jurisdictions that
were not battleground states, which measured 1.27 and 2.46 percent, respectively. Jurisdictionsin
battleground states reported a higher rate of counting provisional ballots, 71.30 percent, than those
jurisdictions that were not in battleground states, at 61.80 percent.
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Presidential Margin of Victory

No clear pattern emerges for provisional balloting and presidential margin of victory. The reported
incidence of casting provisional ballots ranged from 0.78 to 1.32 percent of registration and 1.68 to
2.86 percent of ballots cast in polling places. The reported rate of counting provisional ballots ranged
from 62.60 to 79.60 percent. Of note, the range where either presidential candidate won by between
5.00 to 7.50 percent reported both the highest incidence of provisional ballot casting and rate of
counting.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions in which Bush won a plurality of the vote reported the lowest incidence of casting
provisional ballots, 0.37 percent of registration and 0.51 percent of ballots cast in polling places,
while those that were won by Kerry by more than 55 percent reported the highest incidence of
casting provisional ballots, 1.65 and 3.28 percent, respectively. For the other categories, the
incidence of casting provisional ballots was dlightly less than 1 percent for registration and around 2
percent for ballots cast in polling places.

Jurisdictions in which Bush won a plurality of the vote reported the lowest rate of counting
provisional ballots, 54.5 percent, while those that were won by Bush with between 50 and 55 percent
reported the highest rate of counting provisional ballots, 73.2 percent. Those that were won by Kerry
by more than 55 percent reported the second highest rate of counting ballots, at 71.0 percent. The
remainder of jurisdictions varied between 59.9 percent and 68.2 percent.
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Provisional Ballots Cast

Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter

Provisional Ballots Counted

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:16 Ballots Percent Percent Percent
Election Cast Total Provisional Provisional Total Provisional
Administration Total In Polling Provisional Cast of Cases Cast of Cases Provisional Counted of Cases
Code Name Jurisdictions| Registration| Cases Place| Cases| Cast| Cases Registration| Cases| >100%)| Polling Place| Cases|>100% Counted| Cases Prov Cast| Cases|>100%
01 Alal 67 2,597,629 67| 6,478 67 0.25 67 1,865 67 28.8 64
02 Alaska 1 472,160 1 219,093 1 23,285 1 4.93 1 10.63 1 22,498 1 96.6 1
04 Arizona 15 2,642,120 15 1,129,374 15 101,536 15 3.84 15 8.99 15 73,658 15 72.5 15
05 Arkansas 75 1,699,934 75| 644,642 61 7,675 75 0.45 75 0.56 61 3,678 75 47.9 75
06 California 58 16,646,555 58| 7,920,257 52 668,408 51 4.08 51 8.47 48 491,765 55 73.2 51
08 Colorado 64 3,101,956 64 997,219 59 51,529 64 1.66 64 4.88 59 39,086 64 75.9 61
09 Connecticut 169 1,831,567 169 1,452,817 169 1,573 169 0.09 169 0.11 169 498 169 31.7 84
10 Delaware 3 553,917 3 359,023 3 384 3 0.07 3 0.11 3 24 3 6.3 3
11 District of C 1 383,919 1 203,448 1 11,212 1 2.92 1 5.51 1 7,977 1 71.1 1
12 Florida 67 10,300,942 67| 4,865,283 67 27,742 67 0.27 67 0.57 67 10,007 67 36.1 67
13 Georgia 159 4,248,802 159 2,642,907 159 12,895 159 0.30 159 0.49 159 3,976 159 30.8 129 3
15 Hawaii 5 647,238 4 311,484 4 346 4 0.05 4 0.11 4 25 4 7.2 4
16 Idaho 44 915,637 44 515,191 44 0 44 44 44 0 44 0.0
17 Illinois 110 7,195,882 104 43,464 110 0.60 104 22,238 110 51.2 98
18 Indiana 92 4,296,602 92 2,251,193 92! 5,707 89 0.14 89 0.26 89 910 89 15.9 80
19 Iowa 99 2,226,721 98 1,073,283 97, 15,406 97 0.69 97 1.44 96 8,038 97 52.2 97
20 Kansas 105 1,695,457 105 944,696 103 45,535 104 2.69 104 4.78 102 32,079 104 70.4 104
21 Kentucky 120 2,794,286 120 1,494 120 0.05 120 221 120 14.8 85
22 Louisi 64 2,932,142 64 1,801,259 64 5,880 64 0.20 64 0.33 64 2,312 64 39.3 60
23 Maine 517 1,026,219 517 754,777 517 483 516 0.05 516 0.06 516 486 515 100.0 92 1
24 Maryland 24 3,105,370 24 2,222,296 24 48,936 24 1.58 24 2.20 24 31,860 24 65.1 24
25 Massachusetts 351 4,098,634 351 2,821,607 351 10,060 351 0.25 351 0.36 351 2,319 351 23.1 234
26 Michigan 83 7,164,047 83 3,250,173 83| 5,610 83 0.08 83 0.17 83 3,227 83 57.5 71
27 Mi t 87 2,977,496 87 2,611,201 87
28 P 82 1,469,608 66|
29 i 116 4,194,416 116 8,183 116 0.20 116 3,292 116 40.2 99
30 Montana 56 638,474 56| 387,994 56 623 56 0.10 56 0.16 56 378 56 51.2 38 1
31 Nebraska 93 1,160,193 93 672,570 93! 17,421 93 1.50 93 2.59 93 13,788 93 79.1 77
32 Nevada 17 1,073,869 17 389,200 17 6,153 17 0.57 17 1.58 17 2,446 17 39.8 11
33 New Hampshire 242 950,292 241 621,613 241
34 New Jersey 21 5,011,693 21 3,409,951 21 64,226 21 1.28 21 1.88 21 35,493 21 55.3 21
35 New Mexico 33 505,356 20| 183,499 20! 6,410 20 1.31 19 3.59 19 2,914 19 44.5 17 1
36 New York 58 11,837,068 58| 243,450 56 2.21 56 98,003 56 40.3 56
37 North Carolina 100 5,526,981 100 2,413,768 100 77,469 100 1.40 100 3.21 100 50,370 100 65.0 100
38 North Dakota 53 490,179 53] 258,410 53
39 Ohio 88 7,965,110 88 4,995,745 88| 157,714 88 1.98 88 3.16 88 123,716 88 78.4 88
40 Oklahoma 77 2,143,978 77| 1,324,424 77 2,615 77 0.12 77 0.20 77 201 77 7.7 60
41 Oregon 36 2,141,249 36| 1,585,776 36 8,298 36 0.39 36 0.52 36 7,077 36 85.3 31
42 Pennsylvania 67 8,366,455 67
44 Rhode Island 39 707,234 39| 421,472 39 2,147 39 0.30 39 0.51 39 984 39 45.8 39
45 South Carolina 46 2,318,235 46 4,930 46 0.21 46 3,207 46 65.1 28
46 South Dakota 66 502,261 66| 533 66 0.11 66 66 66 12.4 49
47 Tenr 95 3,748,235 95 1,297,895 95! 8,778 95 0.23 95 0.68 95 3,298 95 37.6 92
48 Texas 254 13,098,329 254 3,641,419 254 35,282 254 0.27 254 0.97 254 7,141 254 20.2 225
49 Utah 29 1,278,912 29| 8,263 5 26,389 29 2.06 29 0.45 5 18,575 29 70.4 29
50 Vermont 246 444,508 246 253,901 245 121 246 0.03 246 0.05 245 30 246 24.8 40
51 Virginia 134 4,515,675 134 3,001,097 134 4,609 134 0.10 134 0.15 134 728 134 15.6 118 1
53 Washington 39 3,508,208 39| 828,444 34 93,781 39 2.67 39 11.29 34 1 74,100 39 79.0 39
54 West Virginia 55 1,168,694 55| 740,702 55 14,658 55 1.25 55 1.98 55 8,496 54 58.2 54 1
55 Wisconsin 1,910 4,179,774| 1,894 374 66 0.04 66 119 36 53.1 36
56 Wy i 23 273,950 23] 198,781 23] 95 23 0.03 23 0.05 23 24 23 25.3 19
60 American S 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 2,440,131 110 1,947,634 110 21,440 110 0.88 110 1.10 110 12,525 110 58.4 110
78 Virgin Islands 1 50,731 1 30,211 1 254 1 0.50 1 0.84 1 197 1 77.6 1
1 Total 6,568| 177,265,030| 6,512 67,603,992| 3,850| 1,901,591| 4,161 1.25 (4,154 2.55| 3,458 1( 1,225,915(4,132 64.5(2,977 8|
2 Maximum 1,910 16,646,555| 1,894| 7,920,257 517 668,408 516 4.93 516 11.29 516 1 491,765| 515 100.0| 234 3
3 Average 119 3,344,623 122) 1,572,185 89 39,616 86 0.96 86 2.18 86 1 25,539 86 47.9 63 1
4 Minimum 1 50,731 1 8,263 1 0 1 0.03 1 0.05 1 1 0 1 0.0 1 1
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Provisional Ballots 2004 General Election Provisional Ballots Cast Provisional Ballots Counted
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:16| Ballots Percent Percent Percent
Election Cast Total Provisional Provisional Total Provisional
Administration| Total In Polling Provisional Cast of| Cases Cast of Cases Provisional Counted of | Cases
[Code  Name Jurisdictions Registration| Cases| Place| Cases| Cast| Cases| Registration| Cases| >100%)| Polling Place| Cases|>100%| Counted| Cases Prov Cast| Cases|>100%|
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election
None / Unknown 908 14,484,493 877 7,286,032 248, 159,860 260 1.16 259 2.19 242 112,497] 250 70.3 230 1
Punch card 260 15,767,547 259 3,875,388 132 155,157 238 1.06 237 2.33 132 1 105,075 238 67.7 204
Lever 394 21,662,619 390 3,700,759 287, 268,706 349 1.61 349 0.68 287 111,043 348 41.3 249
Paper 1,734 3,085,167| 1,733 1,044,700 1,011 6,830 883 0.30 883 0.39 854 3,905 881 58.0 261 1
Optical scan 2,541 69,198,628| 2,523/ 28,352,237| 1,617 855,694 1,735 1.39 | 1,730 3.27| 1,409 597,380 1,719 69.5[ 1,433 2]
Electronic 608 40,068,685 608 17,384,983 441 364,916 595 0.97 595 2.06 439 235,489 595 64.5 504 3
Multiple Systems 123 12,997,891 122 5,959,893 114 90,428 101 0.73 101 1.60 95 60,526 101 66.9 96 1
Ch d Voting Equip t Since
2000 General Election
Yes 1,753 51,149,755| 1,746 21,652,417 874 727,717 824 1.54 821 3.42 696 491,529 814 67.5 556 6
No 4,815 126,115,275| 4,766 45,951,575 2,976| 1,173,874| 3,337 1.05 | 3,333 1.96] 2,762 1 734,386| 3,318 62.4] 2,421 2
State Wide Voter Registration
System in Place
Yes 1,335 37,384,852 1,321 19,051,011 1,089 203,421 1,234 0.59 [ 1,233 1.20] 1,001 131,619] 1,232 64.7] 895 5
No 5,233 139,880,178| 5,191 48,552,981 2,761| 1,698,170 2,927 1.37 | 2,921 2.86| 2,457 1) 1,094,296] 2,900 64.3]| 2,082 3
Election Day Registration
Yes 2,823 10,323,368| 2,806 4,701,563 912 952 649 0.03 649 0.04 583 629 618 78.1 147 1
No 3,745 166,941,662| 3,706/ 62,902,429 2,938 1,900,639| 3,512 1.22 | 3,505 2.49| 2,875 1| 1,225,286| 3,514 64.3]| 2,830 7
Provisi | Ballot Accep e
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 65,077,741 1,143 23,631,193 917 1,178,607 1,075 2.09 [ 1,068 4.67] 912 1 845,145] 1,078 71.5] 812 4
In Precinct Only 4,350| 103,336,604] 4,316/ 37,233,762 1,880 700,807| 2,415 0.72 [ 2,415 1.17] 1,875 367,562] 2,384 52.5] 1,962 3
None 1,056 8,850,685| 1,053 6,739,037 1,053 22,177 671 0.50 671 0.68 671 13,208] 670 59.5 203 1
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
Yes 3,781 64,333,790 3,750, 27,451,170 1,746( 1,172,134| 1,859 1.94 | 1,858 4.20| 1,685 1 842,965| 1,831 71.7| 1,067 3
No 2,787 112,931,240| 2,762 40,152,822 2,104 729,457| 2,302 0.74 | 2,296 1.13[ 1,773 382,950] 2,301 52.5[ 1,910 5
Early Voting Allowed
Yes 1,701 73,710,075] 1,686 32,353,422] 1,657| 1,106,561[ 1,624 1.52 [ 1,623 3.43] 1,597 760,108] 1,626 68.4] 1,260 6
No 4,867 103,554,955| 4,826 35,250,570/ 2,193 795,030{ 2,537 0.93 | 2,531 1.44] 1,861 1 465,807| 2,506 58.6] 1,717 2
Covered By Section 203, Languag
Minority Requi t
Yes 468 50,756,496 453 18,294,853 414| 1,002,817 437 2.04 436 5.09 408 688,397 440 68.4 393 1
No 6,100 126,508,534| 6,059 49,309,139 3,436 898,774| 3,724 0.82 | 3,718 1.37 3,050 1 537,518 3,692 59.8] 2,584 7
Covered By Section 5 of Voting
Rights Act
[Yes 880| 40,868,855| 864] 15,774,405 681  405,262]  788] 1.03 | 788| [ 2.49]  672] [ 277,405] 788] 68.4] 687] 4
[No 5,688 136,396,175 5,648] 51,829,587 3,169 1,496,329] 3,373] 1.25 | 3,366] [ 2.41] 2,786] 1] 948,510 3,344] 63.2] 2,290] 4
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Provisional Ballots 2004 General Election Provisional Ballots Cast Provisional Ballots Counted
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:16 Ballots Percent Percent Percent
Election| Cast/ Total Provisional Provisional Total Provisional
Administration| Total In Polling Provisional Cast of| Cases Cast of Cases Provisional Counted of | Cases
[Code  Name Jurisdictions Registration| Cases| Place| Cases| Cast| Cases| Registration| Cases| >100%)| Polling Place| Cases|>100%| Counted| Cases Prov Cast| Cases|>100%|
Demographics
Region
Northeast 1,710 34,273,670[ 1,709 9,736,138 1,583 322,060( 1,398 1.34 | 1,398 0.86[ 1,341 137,813| 1,397 42.8 566 1
South 1,423 62,606,676| 1,407/ 25,158,163 1,094 271,037 1,341 0.44 | 1,341 1.01]| 1,094 135,361| 1,340 49.9] 1,185 5
Midwest 2,902 44,048,138| 2,879 16,057,271 696 299,947 912 0.80 906 1.88 551 207,473| 882 69.2 799
West 420 33,845,684 406 14,674,575 366 986,853 399 2.94 398 6.54 361 1 732,546 402 74.0 316 2]
Territories 113 2,490,862 111 1,977,845 111 21,694 111 0.87 111 1.10 111 12,722 111 58.6 111
Urban to Rural
Urban 567 63,441,314 566 23,932,272 286 894,564 341 1.55 340 2.80 276 551,182 322 61.6| 276
Suburban 871 47,552,530 868 18,338,813 486 466,973 491 1.12 490 2.44 442 341,398 485 73.1 387
Small Towns 1,710 44,193,768| 1,690, 15,783,352 1,133 404,198| 1,244 1.02 | 1,243 2.42| 1,007 242,128 1,243 59.3] 941 2]
Rural 3,307 19,586,556| 3,277 7,571,710, 1,834 114,162| 1,974 0.67 | 1,970 1.55| 1,622 1 78,485| 1,971 68.5[ 1,262 6
Not Available - Territories 113 2,490,862 111 1,977,845 111 21,694 111 0.87 111 1.10 111 12,722 111 58.6 111
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
< 1,000 1,761 895,006| 1,757 181,680 535 236 466 0.10 466 0.08 459 90| 465 65.4 55 1
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,182,148 1,164 818,638 638 2,081 566 0.19 566 0.30 519 1,081 560 52.1 234
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 5,966,645| 1,037 2,618,360 764 12,298 820 0.26 819 0.47 667 6,606 810 53.2| 602 3
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 31,472,681f 1,681 12,888,120| 1,245 115,002| 1,513 0.41 | 1,508 0.86| 1,166 69,882 1,502 60.3| 1,321 4
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 48,992,270 582| 18,301,533 419 306,278 528 0.69 527 1.42 403 1 199,874| 528 64.6] 509
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 51,396,493 139| 20,669,035 106 619,796 122 1.39 122 2.85 103 384,099 122 62.0 121
>=1,000,000 25 33,867,508 25| 10,147,890 19 824,206 24 2.51 24 6.05 19 551,561 24 66.9 24
Not Available 144| 2,492,279 127 1,978,736 124 21,694 122 0.87 122 1.10 122 12,722 121 58.6 111
Race and Ethnicity]
Predominently NH White 6,264| 163,662,585] 6,234 60,592,039] 3,627 1,622,859 3,913 1.12 | 3,907 2.24| 3,240 1] 1,017,790| 3,885 62.6] 2,761 7
Predominently NH Black 85 3,098,023 81 1,460,762 42, 35,430 64 1.28 64 2.37 42 20,751 64 58.6 50 1
Predominently NH Native American| 24 231,022 24 82,833 11 3,746 15 1.89 15 4.82 8 1,895 16 48.7 12
Predomi tly Hispani: 50 7,749,995 45 3,480,693 45| 217,449 46 2.81 45 6.25 45 172,429 45 79.3 42
Not Available 145 2,523,405 128 1,987,665 125 22,107 123 0.88 123 1.11 123 13,050 122 59.0 112
Median Income
< $25,000 298 2,504,552 287 607,157 168 4,906 238 0.22 237 0.63 164 1,952| 237 39.8 147 1
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 8,917,739 871 3,268,500 594 39,738 694 0.48 693 1.16 568 21,588| 693 54.3| 482 2
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 22,970,583| 1,366 7,393,539 842 114,745 983 0.61 981 1.43 785 74,899| 982 65.1 732 2
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 40,443,694 1,213 11,981,812 703 443,747 768 1.23 768 2.17 619 1 189,262| 764 42.2| 554 2
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 37,780,840 877 16,288,261 452 545,436 457 1.52 454 3.21 388 401,079| 453 73.5| 341
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587 21,218,675 587 8,091,829 292 263,544 270 1.39 270 3.09 241 200,092 267 75.9 182 1
>=$50,000 1,180 40,936,586| 1,178 17,994,126 672 467,781 628 1.29 628 2.47 570 324,321 614 69.3| 428
Not Available 151 2,492,361 133 1,978,768 127 21,694 123 0.87 123 1.10 123 12,722 122 58.6 111
High School Education
< 60% 126 1,817,027 124 456,226 73 3,973 107 0.23 107 0.84 70 2,088 107 52.6 73
>=60% to <70% 661 14,944,978 648 6,195,326 421 338,669 543 2.37 542 5.41 416 215,147 542 63.5| 444 3
>=70% to <80% 1,646 49,285,773 1,631 15,020,134 959 513,390 1,120 1.13 | 1,116 2.12 885 272,695| 1,120 52.6| 854 2
>=80% to <90% 3,111 93,198,279| 3,105/ 36,448,287 1,692 886,040| 1,753 1.08 [ 1,751 2.20| 1,491 1 623,535] 1,738 70.3]| 1,197 3
>=90% 873 15,495,512 871 7,496,339 578, 137,412 514 1.06 514 1.99 472 99,400/ 502 72.3 297
Not Available 151 2,523,461 133 1,987,680 127 22,107 124 0.88 124 1.11 124 13,050 123 59.0 112
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Provisional

EAC Election Day Survey

‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter

Provisional Ballots 2004 General Election

Provisional Ballots Cast

Provisional Ballots Counted

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:16 Ballots Percent Percent Percent
Election| Cast/ Total Provisional Provisional Total Provisional
Administration| Total In Polling Provisional Cast of| Cases Cast of Cases Provisional Counted of | Cases
[Code  Name Jurisdictions Registration| Cases| Place| Cases| Cast| Cases| Registration| Cases| >100%)| Polling Place| Cases|>100%| Counted| Cases Prov Cast| Cases|>100%|
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election
Yes 3,093 64,166,639| 3,062 23,916,154 960 505,069 838 1.04 837 2.37 630 1] 359,854 806 71.3 761 2
No 3,475 113,098,391| 3,450 43,687,838 2,890 1,396,522| 3,323 1.27 | 3,317 2.46| 2,828 866,061| 3,326 61.8] 2,216 6
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election
< 2.5% 515 15,923,548 513 5,750,849 291 110,895 283 0.78 281 1.64 246 72,213 282 65.1 175
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 11,133,130 472 3,999,669 266 89,616 266 0.99 265 1.95 235 56,003 261 62.6 154
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 13,830,932 508 5,578,649 276 169,276 292 1.31 292 2.86 245 134,658 288 79.5 203
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429 8,833,490 428 3,452,732 235 65,284 229 0.83 229 1.78 199 47,317 228 72.5 138
>=10.0 % 4,492 125,044,988| 4,463 46,839,469 2,664| 1,444,826 2,978 1.29 | 2,974 2.63| 2,420 1 903,002| 2,960 62.3] 2,196 8
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By
in 2004 Presidential Election
Bush > 55% 3,115 68,178,580 3,094 26,081,362 1,780 604,309 2,094 0.97 | 2,091 2.22| 1,622 1] 374,479| 2,087 61.5[ 1,672 7
Bush 50% to 55% 982 26,682,203 979 9,749,715 516 227,774 521 0.95 521 2.25 426 166,657 517 73.2 358
Bush < 50% 136 2,041,746 135 654,013 85! 6,534 86 0.37 85 0.51 75 3,556 85 54.4 34
Kerry < 50% 150 4,850,492 150 1,743,644 91 58,781 89 1.29 89 2.43 83 43,771 89 74.5 47
Kerry 50% to 55% 872 23,160,396 866 8,518,800 508 196,453 504 0.95 502 1.93 454 134,011 498 68.2 307
Kerry > 55% 1,161 49,846,628| 1,154/ 18,869,951 746 786,041 748 1.82 747 3.28 679 490,714| 737 62.4] 447 1
Tied 25 14,032 21 8,659 12 5 8 0.06 8 0.10 8 5 8 100.0 1
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Chapter 7
Drop-Off

Table 7 provides data from the Election Day Survey on drop-off rates. Drop-off is the difference
between voter turnout (total ballots cast) and the total number of votes cast for al candidatesin a
particular contest. This raw number difference is usually expressed as a percentage of the total votes
cast in the election. For example, if one hundred people turned out to vote, and ninety of them cast a
ballot for President, there would be a 10 percent drop-off for President.

The U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) asked for the total number of votes cast for the
three federal offices that were on the ballot in the 2004 general election (U.S. president, U.S. Senate,
and U.S. House of Representative), and therefore drop-off is calculated for only those contests. On
the other hand, drop-off can be calculated for any office on the ballot, all the way down to local
contests and referendums. Generally, the farther down the ballot, the higher the rate of drop-off as
voter fatigue or unfamiliarity with the candidates or issues increases.

Drop-off represents a combination of overvotes and undervotes, which we analyze in chapter 8, and
is also sometimes referred to as the “residual vote.” Drop-off rates for each office in this study were
calculated from survey questions on ballots cast and votes for al candidates in each federal contest.

Applicability and Coverage

Citizens of the territories of the United States cannot cast votes for president and Senate, but do have
nonvoting representation in the U.S. House. Presidential vote totals were not received for the states
of Pennsylvania and South Carolina, and U.S. House results were not received from Illinois, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Tennessee.

In calculating drop-off from the numbers reported to the EAC through the Election Day Survey,
Election Data Services identified 903 jurisdictions that reported zero drop-off for president. For
some of these jurisdictions, particularly smaller jurisdictions, this may be a correct number. On the
other hand, for jurisdictions with larger populations, this zero drop-off islikely a consequence of
jurisdictions historically reporting the total votes for highest office as the total turnout. For 2004, the
entire state of Arkansas, a significant number of jurisdictionsin Mississippi and Vermont, along with
numerous individual jurisdictionsin 21 other states followed this practice. It is also possible that
some jurisdictions misinterpreted this survey item. In addition, Election Data Services also found
176 jurisdictions that reported a negative drop-off for president, which cannot be logically correct
since it implies that more people voted for president than cast a ballot. Research into a number of
these negative drop-off jurisdictions found data-entry errors in the answers submitted by
jurisdictions to the Election Day Survey. Unfortunately, we did not have the resources to validate
every number.

For contests for U.S. Senate, 412 jurisdictions reported zero drop-off and 138 reported negative
drop-off. For U.S. House, 372 jurisdictions reported zero drop-off and 72 reported negative drop-off.
The error is correlated across offices on the ballot. Jurisdictions reporting zero drop-off for president,
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Senate, and U.S. House totaled 302. Forty-five jurisdictions reported negative drop-off for president,
Senate, and U.S. House.

Care should also be used in interpreting the drop-off data calculated for the U.S. House. Some
jurisdictions have more than one House district, and summing drop-off across districts appears to
have been a high administrative hurdle, as many large population jurisdictions reported implausibly
high drop-off for U.S. House. In cases where a candidate ran unopposed, some jurisdictions save the
administrative costs of holding the election and ssimply declare the unopposed candidate the winner.
Drop-off in these jurisdictions will be much higher, and will be further confounded if ajurisdiction
had two districts where one race was contested and one was not.

However, it may not always be the case that the presidential election will have the smallest drop-off.
We note that jurisdictions tended to report less drop-off for Senate or U.S. House than president,
particularly in hotly contested lower ballot elections. For example, al but one of South Dakota's
counties reported less drop-off for Senate than for president. In all, 272 jurisdictions reported less
drop-off in the Senate race than in the presidential race and 188 jurisdictions reported less drop-off
in the U.S. House race than in the presidential race. Six hundred fifty-five jurisdictions reported less
drop-off in the U.S. House race than in the Senate race.

That Senate or U.S. House turnout can be higher than presidential turnout explains some of the
negative values for Senate drop-off among jurisdictions that reported presidential drop-off astotal
ballots cast. Thirty-seven jurisdictions with zero presidentia drop-off reported negative Senate drop-
off and 10 jurisdictions with zero reported presidential drop-off reported negative U.S. House drop-
off.

Historical Context

Not all personsregister avote for aparticular office on the ballot, even if it isthe first contest listed.
Some abstention isintentional, where a voter may feel they do not know enough about the
candidates or issues on the ballot in order to cast avote in the particular contest. Some abstention
may be due to voter error by failing to mark a ballot so that a vote can be recorded, or by casting a
vote more times than allowed.

The state of Nevada has attempted to cut down the level of drop-off by providing a separate ballot
line for “none of these candidates’ in the presidential, U.S. Senate, judgeship, and other statewide
contests. Thisballot lineistreated asif the contest had another candidate. But, despite this effort,
thereis still drop-off in these contests. For example, in the 2004 presidential contest, 3,688 or 0.44
percent of voters cast a vote for “none of these candidates,” but another 1,976 voters (or 0.24
percent) failed to register any vote for the presidential office.

In the past, Election Data Services has provided election statistics to the Congressional Research
Service (Crocker 1996). Among these statistics are two numbers that are related to drop-off: the total
number of ballots cast and the vote for highest office, which tend to be the vote for president in a
presidential election year or the vote for governor, U.S. Senate, or the summation of al U.S. House
racesin nonpresidential years. Election Data Services cal culates the vote for highest office for each
jurisdiction in the state, which leads to variation in which office is used across the state. The
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coverage of the total ballots cast varies. Seventeen states reported the total number of ballots cast in
1948, half in 1970, and 38 in 2000.

Figure 7aplots vote for highest office drop-off in federal elections, post-World War 11, from 1948-
2004. (The data are drawn from Table 3ain thisreport.) There has been little in the way of atrend in
percent drop-off over this time period, with drop-off generally remaining between 1.5 percent and
3.5 percent.

It is noteworthy that residual voteislower in presidential elections than in midterm elections. One
factor that isrelated to the narrowing of the residual vote is the competition for the race at the top of
the ballot. During a presidential election, voters are drawn to the high profile election and fewer
abstain from the race at the top of the ballot. In midterm elections, sometimes one of the two parties
will field aweak candidate or even no candidate, and thus some voters may abstain from this race,
but choose to participate in another contest on the same ballot.

In the 2004 election, reported drop-off was 0.99 percent, the lowest level in post-World War |1 elec-
tions. Aswe shall see, drop-off islowest in jurisdictions using el ectronic voting, so this may be a
consequence of the increasing adoption of that voting technology. The 2004 election was also a close
election, and voters were primed to believe that their vote counted more than in other elections and,
as a consequence of the aftermath of the 2000 Florida recount, were told to closely pay attention to
their vote in order to make sure that it was properly recorded. Greater attention to the casting of bal-
lots by voters and the new technology may have contributed to the low drop-off rate in the 2004
election.
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Figure 7.1 Drop-Off Rate, 1948-2004
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Survey Results
Table 7 presents drop-off datafor federal elections covered by question 12 on the Election Day
Survey. In the table, the drop-off rates for presidential, senatorial, and congressional elections are

calculated as percentages of ballots counted. The column headingsin Table 7 are asfollows:

Table 7 Column Headings. Drop-Off

Col. Heading Description
1 Code  State censuscode
2 Name Respondent to Election Day Survey
3 Jurisdiction Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22
4 Total Ballots Counted Number of ballots counted from survey question 2
5 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 2
6 Total President Number of votes for President from survey question 12
7 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 12
8 Number Not Number of ballots counted (col. 4) minus the number of votes for
Voting for President President (col. 6)
Percent Drop- Number of votes for President (col. 6) divided by the number of
9 Off for President ballots counted (col. 4).
10 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 12
11 Total Pres. > Total Number of jurisdictions that reported more votes for President
Ballots Exceptions (cal. 6) than the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)
12 Total Senate Number of votes for U.S. Senator from survey question 12
13 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 12
14 Number Not Number of ballots counted (col. 4) minus the number of votes for
Voting for Senate U.S. Senator (col. 12)
15 Percent Drop- Number of votesfor U.S. Senator (col. 12) divided by the number
Off for Senate of ballots counted (col. 4).
16 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 12
17 Total Sen. > Total Number of jurisdictions that reported more votes for U.S. Senator
Ballots Exceptions (col. 12) than the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)
18 Total Cong. Dist. Number of votes for U.S. Representative from survey question 12
19 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 12
20 Number Not Number of ballots counted (col. 4) minus the number of votes for
Voting for Cong. Dist. U.S. Representative (col. 18)
Percent Drop Number of votes for U.S. Representative (col. 18) divided by the
21 Off for Cong. Dist. number of ballots counted (cal. 4).
22 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 2 and 12
23 Total Cong. > Total Number of jurisdictions that reported more votes for U.S. Repre-

Ballots Exceptions

sentative (col. 18) than the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the dataiin Table 7 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 7 aswell as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

Drop-off is the difference between voter turnout (ballots cast) and the total number of votes for all
candidates in a contest. Drop-off is reported for three federal offices: president, Senate, and U.S.
House. Lacking resources to validate all these data, we exclude jurisdictions reporting negative drop-
off for the state-level responses to the Election Day Survey as presented in Table 7.

For the subtotaling tabulations appearing below the state statisticsin Table 7, we remove
jurisdictions reporting zero drop-off. We recognize that by doing so, we are likely inflating the
amount of drop-off reported in our tabulations. After examination of the responses to the Election
Day Survey, we believe that a significant number of jurisdictions reported presidential vote as total
ballots cast, and thus reported zero drop-off for president and that including those jurisdictions leads
to shiftsin the drop-off analysis. Although Arkansas and major parts of Mississippi and Vermont
were reporting presidential vote as the total ballots cast for all jurisdictions, there are many
jurisdictions in other states that appeared to do the same. The analysisis thus biased either by
keeping zero values for drop-off reported values or by excluding al zero values. We choose to
exclude the zero values because we believe it to be in less error.

Thereis a pattern evident across offices found in many academic studies of drop-off, and an
associated measure known as roll-off, or the “ ...the tendency of the electorate to vote for ‘ prestige’
offices but not for the lower offices on the same ballot” (Burnham 1965: 9). Drop-off was least for
the presidential election, reported 1.02 percent; higher for the lower profile Senate races, reported
6.86 percent; and highest for the House races, reported 12.83 percent. The primary draw for votersis
information and excitement about the election, and academic studies consistently find that voters
have more information and follow the presidential election more closely than Senate and U.S. House
races.
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There is some evidence that competition reduced drop-off. Those jurisdictions with a closer
presidential margin of victory reported lower rates of presidential drop-off. However, Senate and
U.S. House reported drop-off was not related to the presidential margin of victory, but was
associated with dslightly lower drop-off for these offices among battleground states.

Among the demographic tabulations, reported presidential, Senate, and U.S. House drop-off is
related to education and income levels, with lower levels of education and income related to higher
rates of drop-off. Presidential drop-off is reportedly high in predominantly non-Hispanic Native
American jurisdictions, and is more than twice the drop-off in predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions
and nearly eight times greater than predominantly non-Hispanic Black jurisdictions. Interestingly,
Senate and U.S. House drop-off is least in non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions, likely a
consequence of the hotly contested Senate and U.S. House races in South Dakota.

Section 203 and Section 5 jurisdictions reported large drop-off in U.S. House el ections, perhaps
because these jurisdictions are located within heavily Democratic districts that rarely draw a strong
Republican challenger.

Among types of voting equipment, paper and punch card jurisdictions report about 50 percent more
drop-off than optical scan jurisdictions and twice the presidential drop-off of all other jurisdictions.

States

In the presidential election, New Mexico reported the largest presidential drop-off, 2.61 percent, but
caution should be used in interpreting this number, since only two-thirds of the countiesin the state
reported information. Excluding Arkansas, Vermont reported the lowest drop-off rate of .02 percent,
but here too incorrect data provided by many towns in the state makes the statewide number suspect.

For the Senate elections, the competitiveness of the election isrelated to drop-off. For example, in
Idaho, Republican Crapo ran unopposed, except for a small number of write-in votes for Democrat
McClure. Although Crapo won a landslide victory, many Idaho voters chose to abstain, and the state
reported drop-off in the Senate election of 17.76 percent. In contrast, South Dakota, with a closely
contested Senate campaign, reported a smaller drop-off for Senate than for president. Between-state
comparisons of U.S. House drop-off are less reliable due to the uneven reporting across the states.

Regions

Across regions, the Midwest and West reported higher drop-off, 1.34 and 1.22, respectively, for
president than the Northeast and South, .085 and .096, respectively. The pattern is not the same for
the Senate and U.S. House races, primarily because these strongly contested races are different than
the presidential battleground states. Few contested Senate elections were held in the Northeast,
which reported the highest Senate drop-off, 9.73 percent. All other jurisdictions reported less than
half the Senate drop-off of the Northeast, between 3.32 and 4.50 percent.

Urban to Rural

Rural jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of presidential drop-off, 1.60 percent, while other
jurisdictions varied between 0.95 and 1.19 percent. For Senate, urban jurisdictions reported the
highest percent of drop-off, 5.32 percent, while the remainder varied between 4.27 and 4.34 percent.
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Size of Jurisdiction

Presidential drop-off tended to decrease with increasing jurisdiction population, with jurisdictionsin
the second smallest category, 1,000 to 3,500 voting age population (VAP), reporting the highest
presidential drop-off, 2.82 percent, while jurisdictions in the 250,000-to-1 million range reported the
lowest drop-off, 0.78 percent. Thereis no clear pattern related to the population size of ajurisdiction
for reported drop-off for Senate, varying between 3.38 and 8.56 percent, and U.S. House races,
varying between 7.66 and 20.26 percent.

Race and Ethnicity

Predominantly non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions reported the highest presidential drop-
off, 4.18 percent, over five times that of predominantly non-Hispanic Black jurisdictions, at 0.82
percent. Hispanic jurisdictions reported the second highest drop-off, 1.17 percent, followed by
predominantly non-Hispanic White, 1.07 percent. In contrast to president, non-Hispanic Native
American jurisdictions reported the lowest level of drop-off for the Senate, 3.30, due perhaps to the
high profile election in South Dakota, and the lowest for U.S. House, 4.65 percent, again due in part
to ahigh profile U.S. House race in South Dakota. Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported the
highest percentage of drop-off in Senate elections, 5.48 percent. African American jurisdictions had
the highest rate of drop-off in U.S. House races, 22.78 percent, likely due to the noncompetitive
nature of congressional racesin heavily African American districts.

Median Income

There is a strong pattern to drop-off in jurisdictions according to their income levels. Those with the
lowest median income completion have more than three times the level of presidential drop-off than
those jurisdictions with the highest median income, 2.41 versus 0.78 percent. The same pattern of
decreasing reported drop-off with rising income generally holds for Senate elections, 7.33 for the
lowest income areas versus 4.32 percent for the highest income areas, but no relationship was
evident in U.S. House elections.

High School Education

Thereis astrong pattern to drop-off in jurisdictions according to their education levels. Those with
the lowest rates of high school completion have nearly four times the amount of presidential drop-off
than those jurisdictions with the highest rate of high school completion, 2.05 versus 0.69 percent.
The same pattern of reported decreasing drop-off with rising education generally holds for Senate,
7.53 versus 3.75 percent, but no clear relationship was evident in U.S. House elections.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported slightly higher presidential drop-off than other
jurisdictions, 1.17 versus 1.07 percent. Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported slightly lower
Senate drop-off compared with other jurisdictions. Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported higher
U.S. House drop-off than other jurisdictions, 4.60 versus 8.01 percent, and reported higher drop-off
in U.S. House elections, 16.41 versus 11.36 percent.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures
Section 5 jurisdictions reported slightly higher presidential drop-off than other jurisdictions, 1.19
versus 1.07 percent. Section 5 jurisdictions reported slightly lower Senate drop-off than other
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jurisdictions, 4.30 versus 7.55 percent. Section 5 jurisdictions reported higher U.S. House drop-off
than other jurisdictions, 14.41 versus 12.49 percent.

Type of Voting Equipment

Among known types of voting equipment, punch card and paper equipment have higher presidential
drop-off than other types, 1.60 percent and 1.54 percent, respectively. Optical scan equipment has
the next highest drop-off at around 1.12 percent, followed by electronic, lever, and multiple systems
jurisdictions, all reporting slightly higher than 0.8 percent.

Drop-off rates for Senate and U.S. House are uniformly higher among all types of voting equipment.
Jurisdictions with lever machines reported the highest drop-off for both Senate and U.S. House, at
9.81 percent and 17.17 percent, respectively. Other jurisdictions reported similar drop-off rates for
Senate, ranging from 3.5 percent to 4.3 percent. (Multiple systems reported drop-off of 2.31
percent.) There was more variation in U.S. House drop-off, with jurisdictions using punch cards
reporting the lowest drop-off, 4.38 percent.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000

Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported slightly lower presidential drop-off than those
that did not, 0.97 versus 1.16 percent. Jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported lower
Senate drop-off than those that did not, 3.77 versus 8.67 percent, and higher U.S. House drop-off
than other jurisdictions, 16.59 versus 11.19 percent.

Statewide Voter Registration Database

Jurisdictions with a statewide voter registration database reported lower presidential drop-off than
those that did not, 0.82 versus 1.18 percent. Jurisdictions with a statewide voter registration database
reported lower Senate drop-off than those that did not, 4.70 versus 7.45 percent. Jurisdictions with a
statewide voter registration database reported higher U.S. House drop-off than those that do not have
one, 14.72 versus 12.41 percent.

Election Day Registration

Jurisdictions with Election Day registration reported higher drop-off for presidential, 1.34 versus
1.08 percent, and senatorial contests, 7.74 versus 6.97 percent, than those that do not have Election
Day registration. Jurisdictions with Election Day registration reported lower U.S. House drop-off
than those that do not, 5.75 versus 13.67 percent.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance

There was dlightly higher reported presidential drop-off among jurisdictions that accept provisional
ballots jurisdiction-wide than those that accept provisional ballots only cast within precinct, 1.14
versus 1.07 percent. There was dlightly higher reported Senate drop-off among jurisdictions that
accept provisional ballots jurisdiction-wide than those that accept provisiona ballots cast only within
precinct, 3.87 versus 5.29 percent. There was dightly lower reported U.S. House drop-off among
jurisdictions that accept provisional ballots jurisdiction-wide than those that accept provisional
ballots only cast within precinct, 13.24 versus 14.07 percent.
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No Excuse Absentee Balloting

Jurisdictions with no excuse absentee balloting reported higher presidential drop-off than those that
do not, 1.18 versus 1.04 percent. Jurisdictions with no excuse absentee balloting reported slightly
lower Senate drop-off than those that do not, 4.21 versus 10.15 percent. Jurisdictions with no excuse
absentee balloting reported lower U.S. House drop-off than those that do not, 12.63 versus 13.30
percent.

Early Voting

Jurisdictions with early voting reported slightly higher levels of presidentia drop-off than other
jurisdictions. Jurisdictions with early voting reported lower levels of Senate drop-off than other
jurisdictions. Jurisdictions with early voting reported slightly higher levels of U.S. House drop-off
than other jurisdictions.

Battleground States

Jurisdictions in battleground states reported lower presidential drop-off than other jurisdictions, 1.03
versus 1.14 percent. Jurisdictions in battleground states reported lower Senate drop-off, 3.66 versus
9.19 percent, and lower U.S. House drop-off, 12.25 versus 13.37 percent, than other jurisdictions.

Presidential Margin of Victory

Jurisdictions with a higher margin of victory tended to report slightly higher presidential drop-off
than those jurisdictions with alower margin of victory, 0.96 versus 1.17 percent. There was no
pattern and little variation in reported Senate drop-off among jurisdictions according to the
presidential margin of victory, varying between 3.91 and 5.21 percent. There was no pattern and
high variation in reported U.S. House drop-off among jurisdictions according to the presidential
margin of victory.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Similar to the margin of victory, jurisdictions that were won by the highest margin for either
candidate tended to report higher levels of presidential drop-off, the same 1.21 percent for
jurisdictions won overwhelmingly either by Bush or Kerry. Those where the election was closest
reported the smallest drop-off, 0.96 and 0.78 respectively for jurisdictions won by Bush or Kerry by
aplurality. Jurisdictions where the election was closest, where Bush or Kerry won by a plurality,
reported the highest Senate drop-off, 9.20 and 5.85 percent respectively. All other jurisdictions
varied between 4.03 and 5.12 percent. There was high variation in reported U.S. House drop-off
among jurisdictions according to the presidential winner within the jurisdiction. Those jurisdictions
won by aplurality by either candidate reported the highest levels of U.S. House drop-off, 17.12 and
34.17 percent respectively for jurisdictions won by Bush or Kerry by aplurality.
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Drop-Off

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Juri Reporting Subject Matter,
Drop-Off 2004 General Election Presidential U.S. Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:40) Number | Percent] Number | Percent Number Percent
Election| Total Not Voting|  Drop-off| Total Pres. > Not Voting| Drop-off| Total Sen. >| Not Voting|  Drop-off| Total Cong. >|
Administration| Ballots Total For For| Total Ballots| Total For For| Total Ballots| Total For For| Total Ballots
Code  Name Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases| President| Cases|  President| President| Cases| Exceptions| Senate| Cases| Senate| Senate| Cases| Exceptions Cong Dist| _Cases Cong Dist| Cong Dist| Cases| Exceptions|
01 |Alabama 67 1,683,735 61 1,758,927 64/ 13,608 1.12 59 24] 1,751,909 64 27,373 2.42 59| 21| 1,638,054 62 74,955 6.72 57 22
02 Alaska 1 314,502 1 312,598 1 1,904 0.61 1 308,315 1 6,187 1.97 1 299,996 1 14,506 4.61 1
04 |Arizona 15| 2,038,077 15 2,013,913 15 24,164 1.19 15 1,932,503 15] 105,574 5.18 15 1,869,664 15 168,413 8.26 15
05  |Arkansas 75| 1,055,510 75| 1,055,510 75 0 75 1,040,021 75 19,343 2.21 75 26) 791,667, 46 15,282 2.13 46 9
06 |california 58| 12,359,633 53| 12,266,320 55 154,770 1.28 52 2| 11,808,639 55 611,796, 5.07 52| 2| 10,265,624 55| 2,155,645 17.86 52 2
08 C 64 2,148,036 64 2,130,472 64! 17,564 0.82 64 2,107,900 64 40,136 1.87 64! 2,040,001 64| 108,035 5.03 64/
09  [Connecticut 169 1,595,013 169 1,578,757| 169 17,146 1.11] 169 S| 1,424,726] 169| 171,082] 10.74] 169 1] 1,428,604 169 166,409 10.43] 169
10 Delaware 3 377,407 3| 375,273 3 2,134 0.57 3 356,053 3 21,354 5.66:! 3
11 |District of Columbia 1 230,105 1 227,586 1 2,519 1.09 1 221,213 1 8,892 3.86 1
12 Florida 67 7,639,949 67| 7,609,810 67! 30,139 0.39 67 7,429,894 67 210,055 2.75! 67! 5,627,494 65 1,887,267 25.11 65!
13 [Georgia 159 3,317,336 159 3,304,484| 159 12,852 0.39] 159 3,222,467| 159 94,869 2.86] 159 2,256,560] 159| 1,060,776 31.98] 159
15 Hawaii 5 431,203 4 430,565 4 638 0.15 4 427,492 4 3,711 0.86: 4 428,342 4 2,861 0.66:! 4
16  [Idaho 44 612,786 44 598,447 44 14,339 2.34 44 503,932 44| 108,854 17.76 44 572,426 44 40,360 6.59 44
17 Illinois 110 5,361,048 110] 5,070,558 96! 33,122 0.66 96 6) 4,998,444 96 115,574 2.31 96! 7
18  [Indiana 92| 2,512,142 92| 2,467,863 92| 44,279 1.76 92 2,428,233 92 83,909 3.34 92| 1,866,709 84 423,172 18.48 84/
19 Iowa 99 1,513,894 98] 1,488,776 97! 18,313 1.22 97 1] 1,462,091 97 45,017 3.00: 97! 1] 1,431,874 96 68,052 4.56! 96! 1
20  |Kansas 105| 1,199,590 105 1,188,799| 105 14,058 1.28] 105 17 1,129,857| 105 71,432 6.02] 105 6| 1,156,790 105 44,224 3.72[ 105 5
21 Kentucky 120 1,816,867 120] 1,794,860 120 22,007 1.21 120 1,724,362 120 92,505 5.09: 120 1,635,045 120 181,822 10.01 120
22 |Louisiana 64 1,956,590 64 1,943,106 64/ 13,606 0.71 64 2| 1,848,056 64| 108,534 5.55 64 1,035,862 48 300,018 22.46 48|
23 |Maine 517| 754,777| 517 741,081| 517 13,696 1.81] 517 710,512 517 44,265 5.86| 517,
24 |Maryland 24 2,395,127 24| 2,386,668 24/ 8,459 0.35 24 2,323,177 24| 71,950 3.00 24/ 2,228,796 24| 166,331 6.94 24/
25 Massachusetts 351 2,927,455 351 2,912,395 351 15,060 0.51 351 2,472,146 350 454,838 15.54 350
26 |Michigan 83 4,876,237 83 4,839,252 83 36,985 0.76 83 4,628,840 83 247,397 5.07 83
27 Minnesota 87 2,842,912 87| 2,825,015 87! 17,897 0.63 87 2,721,681 87 121,231 4.26 87!
28 |Mississippi 82 1,163,460 82) 1,152,145 82| 11,315 0.97 82 1,116,203 82 47,257 4.06 82|
29 Missouri 116 2,765,960 116 2,731,364 116 34,596 1.25 116 2,706,402 116 59,558 2.15] 116 1,749,317 110 187,953 9.70: 110
30  |Montana 56| 456,096 56| 450,313 56 5,783 1.27 56 442,929 56 13,167 2.89 56!
31 Nebraska 93 792,910 93] 778,186 93 14,724 1.86 93 764,972 93 27,938 3.52! 93
32 |Nevada 17| 831,833 17 829,587, 17 2,246 0.27 17 810,068 17 21,765 2.62 17 791,430 17 40,403 4.86 17
33 New Hampshire 242 686,390 241 677,634 238 10,763 1.59 238 11] 657,049 238 31,148 4.55 238 2 652,664 240 35,000 5.13 240 3|
34 |New Jersey 21 3,639,612 21 3,609,691 21 29,921 0.82 21 3,284,595 21 355,017 9.75 21
35 New Mexico 33 328,636 21 320,066 21 8,570 2.61 21 5,790 1 469 7.49! 1 316,192 21 14,600 4.47 21 1
36 |New York 58| 7,448,266 58| 7,391,036, 58| 57,230 0.77 58 6,702,875 58] 745,391] 10.01 58| 2,819,282 55 902,794 24.26 55
37 North Carolina 100 3,571,420 100] 3,501,007 100 70,413 1.97 100 3,420,245 100 151,175 4.23 100 3,409,472 100 161,948 4.53! 100
38 |North Dakota 53 316,049 53| 312,833 53 3,216 1.02 53 310,696, 53 5,353 1.69 53| 310,814, 53 5,235 1.66 53|
39 Ohio 88 5,730,867 88 5,627,207 88! 103,660 1.81 88 5,427,452 88 303,415 5.29; 88!
40 |Oklahoma 77, 1,474,304 77, 1,467,052 77, 7,252 0.49 77 1,455,330 77 18,974 1.29 77, 1,418,515 77 55,789 3.78 77,
41 Oregon 36 1,851,671 36 1,836,782, 36! 14,889 0.80 36 1,780,550 36 71,121 3.84! 36! 1,772,306 36 79,365 4.29 36!
42 Pennsylvania 67 3,006,146 46
44 Rhode Island 39 440,743 39 437,134 39! 3,609 0.82 39 402,165 39 38,578 8.75 39!
45 [South Carolina 46| 1,626,720 46|
46 South Dakota 66 394,930 66 388,215 66! 6,715 1.70 66 391,188 66 3,742 0.95! 66! 389,468 66 5,462 1.38 66!
47 |Tennessee 95 2,458,213 95 2,434,949 95 23,394 0.96 95 2
48 Texas 254 7,507,333 254 7,410,766 254/ 96,567 1.29 254 6,836,206 254 673,689 8.98! 254/ 1
49  |utah 29 942,045 29 928,379 29 13,666 1.45 29 913,845 29 28,200 2.99 29 908,531 29 33,514 3.56 29
50 Vermont 246 313,973 245 314,275 246 48 0.02 245 4 314,273 246 48 0.02! 245] 5 225,106 231 89,209 28.51 230 2|
51 |Virginia 134 3,223,156] 134 3,198,367| 134 24,807 0.77] 134 2 2,548,424| 133 664,081 20.67| 133
53 Washington 39 2,885,001 39 2,859,084 39! 25,917 0.90 39 2,818,651 39 66,350 2.30: 39! 2,729,995 39 155,006 5.37 39!
54 |West Virginia 55 769,645 55| 756,341 55 13,602 1.80 55 3 721,665 55 47,980 6.23 55
55 Wisconsin 1,910 3,009,491| 1,880 2,992,340| 1,897 45,982 1.58| 1,880 73 2,869,954| 1,897 190,622 6.39| 1,880 63 2,815,739 1,896 220,172 7.33| 1,879 17]
56 |Wyoming 23 245,789 23 242,948 23 2,841 1.16 23 238,677 23 7,112 2.89 23
60 American Samoa 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 1,990,372 110] 0 1,990,372 100.00 1,959,553 110 30,819 1.55 110
78 Virgin Islands 1 31,391 1 30,211 1 1,180 3.76! 1 30,211 1 1,180 3.76! 1
Total 6,568| 121,862,353| 6,488 113,968,736 6,290| 1,160,985 1.02| 6,264 152| 78,486,597| 4,377| 5,676,784 6.86| 4,351 134| 86,338,384 6,039| 11,669,373 12.04| 6,013 63
Maximum 1,910 12,359,633|1,880| 12,266,320|1,897 154,770 2.61| 1,880 73| 11,808,639| 1,897| 1,990,372| 100.00| 1,880 63| 10,265,624| 1,896 2,155,645 31.98| 1,879 22|
Average 119 2,299,289 122 2,325,892 128 23,693 1.08| 127 11| 2,242,474| 128 162,193 6.90| 127 13| 1,798,716| 125 243,111 8.49| 125 6
Minimum 1 31,391 1 227,586 1 o 0.02 1 1 o 1 48 0.02 1 1 30,211 1 1,180 0.66 1 1
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Drop-Off 2004 General Election Presidential U.S. Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:40, Number Percent| Number Percent Number Percent
Election| Total Not Voting Drop-off| Total Pres. >| Not Voting| Drop-off Total Sen. >| Not Voting Drop-off| Total Cong. >
Administration| Ballots Total For For| Total Ballots| Total For For| Total Ballots| Total For For| Total Ballots|
Code  Name Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases| President| Cases President| President| Cases] Exceptions| Senate| Cases Senate Senate| Cases) Exceptions| Cong Dist| Cases| Cong Dist| Cong Dist| Cases Exceptlonsl
Election Administration President, U.S. Senate, and U.S. House of Repr Drop-Off where Drop-Off = 0.
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908 9,922,294] 875 7,782,772 766 136,741 1.76] 761 27] 4,837,124] 715] 2,277,688] 32.37] 710 23] 5,193,674] 799 312,613 5.70] 793 6|
Punch card 260 10,938,861 255 10,202,265] 244] 134,740 1.60] 243 4|  8,160,186] 173 348,741 4.30]  172] 6| 5,618,247] 177 252,471 4.38] 176 2|
Lever 394| 12981,126] 384 11,663,153 374 95,556 0.83] 374 10| 9,135,575] 305] 993,452 9.81] 305 1|  6,439,348] 349] 1,334,160 17.17| 349
Paper 1,734 2,172,234| 1,727 2,135,810[ 1,732 29,342 1.54] 1,726 46| 1,384,461] 1,106 55,016 4.29[ 1,100] 39| 1,464,574] 1,724 131,496 8.91] 1,718 16|
Optical scan 2,541 49,661,061| 2,524 48,141,235 2,490] 483,390 1.12[ 2,479 64| 33,045,332 1,589 1,125,428 3.51] 1,578 65| 40,376,414 2,378 5,227,053 11.93 2,36?| 39
Electronic 608| 27,295,070] 601 25,285382[ 564] 216,995 0.86] 561 19,329,451 461| 823,495 4.12[ 458 19,563,903| 501| 3,402,886 14.89 49§||
Multiple Systems 123] 8,891,707 122 8,758,119 120) 64,221 0.83] 120 1 2,594,468 28] 52,964 231 zjl 7,682,224]  112[ 1,008,694 11.68] 112
Changed Voting Equipment Since|
2000 General Election|
Yes 1,753 35,479,523 1,739  34,381,658] 1,722]  320,668] 0.97] 1,715 52| 26,799,451[ 1,434 1,031,159] 3.77] 1,427 25| 26,546,492 1,629]  5,195,067] 16.52] 1,622 g
No 4,815] 86,382,830] 4,749]  79,587,078] 4,568] 840,317/ 1.16] 4,549] 100] 51,687,146 2,943 4,645,625| 8.67| 2,924 109] 59,791,892 4,410| 6,474,306/ 10.06] 4,391] 55|
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
Yes 1,335] 27,317,939] 1,322  25,489,478] 1,27§|| 203,051] 0.82] 1,276 10[ 12,740,229] 676]  605,647] 4.70] 67§|| 1] 22,199,846 1,259]  2,872,348] 11.54] 1,259 1]
No 5,233 094,544,414] 5,166] 88,479,258 5,014] 957,934 1.18] 4,988 142| 65,746,368 3,701| 5,071,137| 7.45| 3,675 133] 64,138,538 4,780 8,797,025 12.41| 4,754] 62|
Election Day Registration|
Yes 2,823 8,152,145 2,792 8,077,465] 2,80§|| 105,518] 1.34] 2,789 84]  4,030,935] 2,179]  330,624] 7.74] 2,162 65|  7,711,699] 2,807 468,140] 5.75] 2,790 20|
No 3,745 113,710,208] 3,696] 105,891,271[ 3,484| 1,055,467] 1.08| 3,475 68| 74,455,662 2,198] 5,346,160] 6.97] 2,189 69| 78,626,685 3,232 11,201,233 12.78] 3,223| 43
Provisi Ballot A
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,16;“ 44,662,901 1,123] 41,055,629 1,06§|| 405,687 1.14] 1,062] 14] 38,842,876[ 1,004 1,491,326 3.87] 1,000 40[ 30,907,990 910] 4,582,580 13.24] 90§ 14|
In Precinct Only 4,350] 69,964,775 4,312]  67,758,097| 4,285| 695,387 1.07| 4,263 127| 38,141,833| 3,037| 2,048,551 5.29| 3,015 92| 48,472,533 4,077| 6,808,703 12.62| 4,059 46}
None 1,056 7,234,677 1,053 5,155,010 939 59,911 1.16] 939 11] 1,501,888] 336] 2,136,907] 58.80[ 33§ 2| 6,957,861[ 1,052 278,090) 3.85] 1,052 3]
No Excuse Absentee Balloting|
}Y_es 3,781 46,531,514] 3,731]  46,108,172[ 3,750]  510,564] 1.18] 3,729 99| 42,268,719[ 3,041] 1,797,994 4.21] 3,020 77| 40,200,425[ 3,715]  5,663,201] 12.63] 3,694| 28|
No. 2,787 75,330,839 2,757]  67,860,564] 2,540]  650,421] 1.04] 2,535 53| 36,217,878 1,336] 3,878,790]  10.15[ 1,331 57| 46,137,959] 2,324] 6,006,172] 11.79] 2,319 35|
Early Voting Allowed|
}Y_es 1,701] 50,903,807 1,681  50,439,831] 1,683  522,673] 1.12] 1,679 29[ 37,689,513[ 1,180 1,514,758] 4.01] 1,176 40] 41,451,444] 1,541  6,674,553] 14.19] 1,537] 21
No. 4,867 70,958,546 4,807]  63,528,905] 4,607 638,312] 1.08] 4,585 123]  40,797,084] 3,197 4,162,026] 9.64] 3,175| 94| 44,886,940 4,498]  4,994,820] 10.25] 4,476| 42)
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
}Y_es 468 34,287,661 450  33,986,664] 452  362,562] 1.17]  449| 4] 23,303,504] 149 1,089,591] 4.60] 146 2| 25,887,743  447]  4,966,872] 16.41]  444| 4]
No. 6,100| 87,574,692| 6,038]  79,982,072| 5,838]  798,423] 1.07] 5,815 148] 55,183,093 4,228 4,587,193] 8.01] 4,205| 132] 60,450,641 5,592]  6,702,501] 10.23] 5,569] 59)
Covered By Section 5 of Voting|
Rights Act|
Yes 880 27,429,425 872  25,638,280] 829  285,559] 1.19] 823 29[ 13,521,427] 361  569,836] 4.30] 355 21| 21,772,674]  812]  3,473,066] 14.41]  806| 23]
No 5,688 94,432,928] 5616] 88,330,456 5,461  875,426] 1.07] 5,441] 123] 64,965,170 4,016] 5,106,948] 7.55] 3,996 113] 64,565,710[ 5,227  8,196,307] 11.44] 5,207 40|
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Drop-Off

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Juri Reporting Subject Matter,
Drop-Off 2004 General Election Presidential U.S. Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:40, Number Percent| Number Percent Number Percent
Election| Total Not Voting Drop-off| Total Pres. >| Not Voting| Drop-off Total Sen. >| Not Voting Drop-off| Total Cong. >
Administration Ballots Total For For| Total Ballots| Total For For| Total Ballots| Total For For| Total Ballots|
Code  Name Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases| President| Cases President| President| Cases] Exceptions| Senate| Cases Senate Senate| Cases) Exceptions| Cong Dist| Cases| Cong Dist| Cong Dist| Cases Exceptlonsl
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710] 20,812,375 1,687  17,662,003] 1,639 147,473 0.85[ 1,638 20 9,098,923] 711 947,669 9.73[ 710 8| 11,995,074] 1,622] 2,086,110 15.04] 1,621 5
1,423| 42,266,877| 1,417] 40,376,851 1,374] 352,674 0.96] 1,369 33| 24,215,461 750 794,778 3.32[ 745 47| 31,841,229] 1,229 5,367,441 14.95[ 1,224 32|
Midwest 2,902| 31,316,030 2,871] 30,710,408] 2,873 373,547 1.34] 2,856 97| 21,724,317] 2,610] 878,622 4.07] 2,593 77] 17,836,204] 2,673] 1,350,836 7.06| 2,656 23
West 420] 25,445,308] 402] 25,219,474] 404] 287,291 1.22] 401 2| 23,417,685] 305 1,064,163 4.50] 302 2| 22,676,113] 404] 2,832,987 11.40] 401 3
Territories 113 2,021,763 111] 30,211 1 1,991,552]  98.51 1 1,989,764 111 31,999 1.58] 111
Urban to Rural|
567] 42,675,443] 563] 41,592,050] 562 398,607 1.01] 560 10] 27,244,638 373 1,502,958 5.32[ 371 6] 26,198,612] 534] 5,123,823 16.38] 532 1
871] 33,263,865| 860| 30,993,718] 847] 285,490 0.95| 845 15| 22,314,125] 602] 981,444 4.27] 600 15| 23,915,863 809 4,118,453 14.91] 807 6|
1,710 30,364,561] 1,685] 28,304,035| 1,634 292,227 1.19] 1,627 3§|| 20,398,374 1,114] 855,122 4.34] 1,107, 33| 22,603,000] 1,461 1,682,163 7.26] 1,454 17|
3,307| 13,536,721] 3,269  13,078,933| 3,247| 184,661 1.60] 3,232 89]  8,499,249] 2,287] 345,708 4.33] 2,272 80| 11,631,055| 3,124 712,935 6.11] 3,109 39|
Not Available - Territories 113 2,021,763 111] I 30,211 1] 1,991,552] 98.51 1 1,989,764] 111 31,999 1.58] 111
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
< 1,000 1,761 634,024] 1,740) 636,085 1,754] 6,957 1.46] 1,739 60) 526,044 1,425 25,000 5.51] 1,410 52 577,365| 1,751 64,320 11.12[ 1,736] 14]
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 1,630,543| 1,162 1,597,029 1,164 40,658 2.82[ 1,162 24  1,092,727] 842 88,900 8.56] 840 16|  1,502,245] 1,160 134,114 8.87 1,158] 10
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 4,256,986| 1,038 4,156,692 1,029 60,236 1.59] 1,028 21]  2,393,836] 618] 142,597 6.23[ 617 23]  3,742,764] 982 316,967, 8.16] 981 8
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 21,817,391 1,689  20,865,743| 1,641] 273,979 1.47] 1,637 37| 12,477,672] 1,006] 585,754 4.89] 1,002 32| 16,947,060] 1,431] 1,345,305 7.65| 1,427 22|
>=50,000 to <250,000 586] 33,587,618] 570] 31,211,163] 534] 275,154 0.95] 530 8| 21,055,221 369] 994,141 4.75] 365 8| 24,517,131] 456] 2,077,370 8.04] 452 7
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140] 35485241] 133] 33,329,394] 125] 245,112 0.78] 125 1| 23,242,925] 89 793,020 3.38] 89 1 23,788,846] 109] 5,043,763 17.74] 109 1
>=1,000,000 25| 22,427,696] 24| 22,168,851 24| 258,845 1.24 24 17,664,923 19| 1,055,789 5.64 19 13,270,041 18] 2,655,478 16.67 18
Not Available 144 2,022,854 132 3,779 19) 44 6.63 19 1 33,249 o 1,991,583 98.50) 9| 2| 1,992,932] 132 32,056 1.58] 132 1
Race and Ethnicity|
Predominently NH White 6,264] 112,362,361] 6,201] 106,734,482[ 6,127] 1,055,209 1.07] 6,102 148 73,276,603| 4,300 3,413,658 4.64] 4,275 125] 78,272,192| 5,767] 10,597,752] 12.21] 5,742] 58|
Predominently NH Black 85 2,117,437] 85 1,960,695 73 14,101 0.82 73 3| 1,337,737] 43 52,456 3.96] 43 6| 1,377,203 69) 374,394 22.78] 69 4
Predominently NH Native Americal 24| 127,150] 23 123,548] 24 5,312 4.18 23 85,914 17 2,871 3.30 16) 1 122,765 24| 5,912 4.65] 23]
Predominently Hispanic 50 5,209,222] 46| 5,122,003] 46| 86,319 1.71 46 3,729,765 7 216,216 5.48 7] 4,549,963] 46 659,259 12.66] 46
Not Available 145 2,046,183 133 27,108 26| 44 6.63 20| 1 56,578 10] 1,991,583]  98.50 10) 2| 2,016,261 133 32,056 1.58] 133 1
Median Income|
< $25,000 zss| 1,488,479 294 1,440,538 291 24,692 2.41] 291 3 806,941] 159 52,744 7.33[ 159 15[ 1,191,846 274 148,881 12.40[ 274 6]
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 5,685,388 876 5,455,490]  866] 78,404 1.70[ _ 863] 12| 3,199,718] 488] 135,443 4.50] 485 23| 4,234,332] 79| 306,675 7.39] 795 13|
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372] 14,312,622 1,356] 13,179,325 1,316] 165,933 1.45] 1,313 34 8,865756] 889 362,817 4.39] 886| 32| 11,170,815] 1,228] 773,203 6.90] 1,225 18|
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 26,144,458 1,204]  24,868,484| 1,182] 251,089 1.12] 1,177 37| 18,552,287] 865] 988,143 5.22] 860 20| 15,829,284 1,101 1,768,738 10.27] 1,096 9
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 26,227,676] 871 24,994,175 862] 282,093 1.18] 857 23] 18,228,672] 692] 912,831 4.88] 687, 17| 19,709,032 805| 2,574,659 11.75] 800 6|
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587 15,037,096] 577| 14,514,853] 578 140,457 0.98] 572 15| 10,040,530] 442] 411,510 4.00] 436 of 9,594,222] 55| 2,770,377 22.58] 549 5
>=$50,000 1,180 30,943,728 1,173[ 29,512,042 1,172] 218,271 0.78] 1,168 24] 18,759,411 830] 821,707 4.32] 826 16| 22,615,873 1,142] 3,294,782 12.77] 1,138 5
Not Available 151 z,ozz,9o€| 137 3,829 23 46 6.91 23] 1 33,282 12| 1,991,589] 98.50 d EI 1,992,980  136] 32,058] 1.58 13§| 1
High School Education|
< 60% 126 951,317 125 931,510] 124 16,216 2.05] 124 336,333 63 26,503 7.53[ 63 2| 778,033 114] 101,312 12.07] 114
>=60% to <70% 661 10,083,603] 652 9,719,374] 635 154,138 1.78] 629 25| 7,482,643] 392] 374,159 5.23] 386 31]  8,292,204] 563 993,803 11.65] 557 22
>=70% to <80% 1,646| 31,406,406] 1,630]  29,496,147| 1,589 348,449 1.33] 1,587 39| 18,778,364] 1,004 983,190 5.18] 1,092 41] 20,677,376 1,469 2,034,154 9.24] 1,467 15
>=80% to <90% 3,111 65,275,468] 3,074]  61,770,600] 3,048 563,253 0.96] 3,031 72| 44,838,970 2,242 2,035,099 4.49] 2,225 49| 44,262,963] 2,901 7,515,605 14.70] 2,884 24|
>=90% 873 12,099,350 870 12,023,973] 871 78,883 0.69] 870 15| 6,993,702 574] 266,244 3.75] 573 of 10,311,435] 856 992,441 8.82] 855 1
Not Avail 151 2,046,209] 137 27,132 23 46 6.91 23] 1 56,585 12| 1,991,589] 98.50 12| 2| 2,016,283 136 32,058] 1.58] 136 1
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Drop-Off

EAC Election Day Survey

Cases = Number of Juri:

Reporting Subject Matter,

Drop-Off 2004 General Election

Presidential

U.S. Senate

U.S. House of Representatives

Code

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:04:40)|

Adi
Name

Election|
Iministration

Political

Battleground States in 2004|
Presidential Election|

Total
Ballots

Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases|

Total
President

Not Voting
For
President

President

Total Pres. >|
Total Ballots|
Exceptions|

Number
Not Voting

For
Senate

Total Sen. >
Total Ballots|
Exceptions|

Total
Cong Dist|

Number

Not Voting
For

Cong Dist|

Total Cong. >|
Total Ballots
Exceptions|

Yes 3,093  43,980,255] 3,028] 40,593,153 2,995]  405,287] 1.03[ 2,978 88| 31,048,325 2,750 1,164,573] 3.66] 2,733 92] 30,660,529] 2,870]  3,396,156] 10.02] 2,853 31
No 3,475] 77,882,098| 3,460| 73,375,583 3,295]  755,698] 1.14] 3,286 64| 47,438,272 1,627 4,512,211] 9.19] 1,618] 42| 55,677,855 3,169]  8,273,217] 13.37] 3,160] 32|
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|
< 2.5% 515 10,753,542[ 508] 10,520,129 502 96,163 0.96] 499 13| 7,307,480] 344] 364,717, 4.86] 341 of 7,345,052] 478 1,257,012 14.73[ 475
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 47§|| 8,077,591 471 6,840,604]  462] 48,544] 0.78] 460 o 4,912,863] 320 194,109 4.25 31§|| 10| 5,877,115 435 429,030 6.89] 433 1
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510) 9,931,823 506 9,790,598 504 99,084 1.04] 503 14|  7,359,512] 353] 334,778 4.45] 352 6 5,979,485 483] 2,145,845 26.58] 482 3
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429]  6,126,475] 426 5,948,052] 422 54,824 0.99] 421 14 4,412,861] 299] 185,948 4.22 29§|| 11| 4,322,549] 39§ 273,060 6.03[ 397 6|
>=10.0 % 4,492| 84,945,042 4,448]  80,860,548] 4,384] 862,325 1.16[ 4,365 100] 54,455,145 3,044] 2,605,387, 4.75| 3,025 97] 60,816,606] 4,117] 7,531,991 11.35] 4,098 52|
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election|
Bush > 55% 3,115 47,293,906| 3,083[  44,578,904] 3,029 494,305 1.21[ 3,016 85| 30,588,738] 2,176] 1,215,700 4.03[ 2,163] 73] 36,235,076] 2,814] 3,469,067 9.10[ 2,801] 42)
Bush 50% to 55% 082| 18,343,733| 974| 17,379,107 963] 184,958 1.14] 959 25| 11,240,315 707] 518,758 4.57]  703] 17] 12,785,725] 898] 2,067,621 14.03] 894 4
Bush < 50% 13§|| 1,386,188 135 1,318,265 131 12,408 0.96] 131 4| 1,114,145] 83] 112,274 9.20] 83 1 1,008,995 128 207,051 17.11] 128
Kerry < 50% 150 3,447,366| 149 3,423,694 149 25,550 0.75] 149 s| 2,476,702 99| 136,073 5.26] 99 2| 2,418,039 146 282,559 10.55] 146
Kerry 50% to 55% s7g|| 16,109,589 860|  15,319,622] 856] 124,181 0.88] 850 19] 11,167,231] 577] 445,792 4.07] 571 18] 10,476,132 817] 1,887,529 15.45 811 6|
Kerry > 55% 1,161 33,249,808 1,152 31,936,516 1,140| 319,478 1.07] 1,137 12| 21,860,730 718] 1,256,342 5.55| 715 zil 21,413,183[ 1,102 3,722,885 15.01] 1,099 10}
25| 9,842 18 9,741 17| 102 1.21 17 1] 5,669 11] 290 5.38 11 I 9,178 17 662 7.14 17|
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Chapter 8
Overvotes and Undervotes

Table 8 presents data from the Election Day Survey on overvotes and undervotes for candidates in
federal contests at the November 2004 general election. Traditionally, overvotes and undervotes are
the two components that combine together to make up drop-off. (See chapter 7). While drop-off isa
data element calculated from known data items, overvotes and undervotes are actual numbers that
have to be generated by vote-tallying software.

The U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) survey defined “overvote’ as an occurrence “when
avoter makes more than the permitted number of selections in a single race/contest or when a voter
makes a selection in arace/contest on which he/she was not eligible to vote.” The problems with the
EAC definition are how to operationally test for the latter part of the definition and be able to collect
that data.

Traditionally, overvotes occur when a voter casts more votes for an office than they are allowed to
cast. For example, in a*“vote for one” office like president, a voter casting votes for two or more
candidates would have overvoted for that office only. As aresult, the voter’s candidate choice would
not be recorded for that office. The voter’ s choices for other offices, if properly cast, would be
counted under most state laws. Independent research has shown that the higher the allowable votes
for an office (like a“vote for five” contest), the higher the rate of overvotes. It would appear that
voters have a hard time keeping track of how many candidates they have voted for.

Overvoting usually comes about because of voter mistakes and/or bad ballot design. Actual data has
shown that when candidates for a single office are spread across multiple pages in aballot book, or
multiple columns on a ballot, greater numbers of overvotes occur. Many times voters fall prey to
mistakes they have no control over.

The EAC defined an “undervote’ as an occurrence “when a voter makes less than that allowed
number of selections in a single race/contest or when a voter votes on less than al of the
races/contests for which he/sheis eligible to vote.” It is possible that an undervote can occur when a
voter simply does not see a contest, and then fails to vote for any candidate for that office. But it is
also possible, in fact, more likely, that an undervote occurs through the voter’ s choice to not cast a
vote for that office. This choice may be because they do not know anything about the candidates and
do not want to make an uneducated choice, or they uniformly do not like any of the candidates. It is
not proper to attribute all of the “undervotes’ to errorsin voting equipment, as some commentators
have subscribed, but it is possible that a small number may be linked to faulty voting equipment.

Applicability and Coverage
For some voting systems, such as electronic direct recording electronic (DRE) machines, overvotes
can be prevented through programming in the units. As aresult, overvote reports tend to not be
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generated in jurisdictions using that type of system. The EAC survey shows that only one-third of
the nation’ s jurisdictions reported the number of overvotes. Overvote and undervote reports have
traditionally been difficult to obtain. The EAC survey was able to obtain undervote counts from just
two-thirds of the nation’s jurisdictions.

Historical Context

Overvotes and undervotes traditionally have been tied to advances and variation in voting
technology. When votes were cast by voice or by party-printed ballots in the 19th century, overvotes
and undervotes would have been more difficult to cast. A person voicing their vote for multiple
candidates when only one was allowed would have been corrected on the spot, and abstention would
have been specifically voiced by the voter. Similarly, with party-printed ballots, voters would have
had to alter the existing ballot to cast an overvote or an undervote.

In 1888, Massachusetts became the first state to adopt the secret ballot (Evans 1917), which moved
administration of printing ballots away from the political parties and to local jurisdictions. As more
jurisdictions adopted the secret ballot, many maintained the use of paper ballots, but provided boxes
for voters to check off the candidate they wanted to vote for. An early aternative system of lever
machines was adopted in New Y ork in 1892.

Voters' experiences varied with the format of the ballot: some jurisdictions created “ office bloc”
formats where voters selected among candidates for offices, while other adopted “ party bloc”
formats that allowed the selection of all candidates for one party with one check of a box. While the
party bloc format reduced the amount of split-ticket voting (Rusk 1970), it also likely reduced the
incidence of overvotes and undervotes for offices on the ballot (Walker 1966).

There are few historical statistics on the incidence of overvoting and undervoting. Research specific
to overvoting and undervoting, rather than the broader subject of drop-off or residual votes, first
examined municipal elections where multiple candidates could be selected for a single office, such
as school board, and compared rates of overvoting and undervoting using paper and punch card
ballotsin an experimental setting (Shocket, Heighberger, and Brown 1992). In the wake of the 2000
election, anumber of academic studies (e.g., Brady, Herron, Mebane, Sekhon, Shotts, and Wand
2001) and a consortium of news organizations (Keating and Balz 2001) examined the structure of
the Florida ballot in relation to overvoting and undervoting for president.

Traditionally (i.e., before 2000), vote-tallying software did not report undervotes and overvotes
unless specifically programmed to generate such numbers. Vote equipment and vote-tallying
software vendors usually have not advocated to election administrators that they exercise any option
to print overvotes and undervotes with the election results. This study’s principal investigator has
over three decades of observing elections and studying election results, but has found only afew
instances of overvote and undervote tallies. Where we have found such data, generally the
information is heavily tilted toward the undervotes, with few overvotes recorded. It istypical to find
that only about 10 percent of the drop-off in a contest is caused by overvoting, while 90 percent of
the drop-off is due to undervoting.
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Survey Results

Table 8 presents data on overvotes and undervotes from question 12 on the Election Day Survey. In
the table, the overvotes and undervotes, which are the components of drop-off, are calculated for
presidential, senatorial, and congressional elections as percentages of ballots counted. The column
headingsin Table 8 are asfollows:

Table 8 Column Headings. Overvotes and undervotes

Col. Heading  Description
1 Code  State censuscode
2 Name  Respondent to Election Day Survey
3 Jurisdiction Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22
4 Total Ballots Counted Number of ballots counted from survey question 2
5 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 2
6 Total Ballots Number of votes for president from survey question 12
for President
7 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 12
8 Number Not Voting for Number of ballots counted (col. 4) minus the number of votes for
President (Drop-off) president (col. 6)
9 Percent Not Voting for Number not voting for president (col. 8) divided by the number of
President (Drop-off) ballots counted (col. 4).
10 Cases  Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 12
11 Exceptions Number of jurisdictions that reported more votes for president
(cal. 6) than the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)
12 Total Overvotes Number of overvotes for president from survey question 11
for President
13 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 11
14 Percent President Over- Number of overvotes for president (col. 12) divided by the number
votes of Total Ballots  of ballots counted (col. 4).
15 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 11
16 Percent Pres. Number of overvotes for president (col. 14) divided by the sum of
Overvotes of Total  the number of overvotes for president (col. 12) and the number of
Over & Undervotes undervotes for president (col. 18).
17 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 10, 11, and 12
18 Total Undervotes Number of undervotes for resident from survey question 10
for President
19 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 10
20 Percent President Un- Number of undervotesfor president (col. 18) divided by the
dervotes of Total Ballots number of ballots counted (cal. 4).
21 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 10
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Col.

22

23
24

25
26

27

28
29

30

31

32

33
34

35

36

37

38

39
40

41
42

43

Table 8 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading

Percent Pres.
Undervotes of Total
Over & Undervotes

Cases

Total Ballots
for U.S. Senate

Cases

Number Not Voting for
U.S. Senate (Drop-off)

Percent Not Voting for
U.S. Senate (Drop-off)

Cases

Exceptions

Total Overvotes
for U.S. Senate

Cases

Percent
U.S. Senate Overvotes
of Total Ballots

Cases

Percent U.S. Sen.
Overvotes of Total
Over & Undervotes

Cases

Total Undervotes
for U.S. Senate

Cases

Percent
U.S. Senate Undervotes
of Total Ballots

Cases

Percent U.S. Sen.
Undervotes of Total
Over & Undervotes

Cases

Total Ballots
for Congress

Cases

Description

Number of undervotesfor president (col. 18) divided by the sum
of the number of overvotes for president (col. 12) and the number
of undervotesfor president (col. 18).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 10, 11, and 12
Number of votes for U.S. Senator from survey question 12

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 12

Number of ballots counted (col. 4) minus the number of votes for
U.S. Senator (col. 24)

Number not vating for U.S. Senator (col. 26) divided by the num-
ber of ballots counted (cal. 4).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 12

Number of jurisdictions that reported more votes for U.S. Senator
(col. 24) than the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of overvotes for U.S. Senator from survey question 11

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 11

Number of overvotes for U.S. Senator (col. 30) divided by the
number of ballots counted (col. 4).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 11

Number of overvotes for U.S. Senator (col. 30) divided by the sum
of the number of overvotes for U.S. Senator (col. 30) and the num-
ber of undervotesfor U.S. Senator (col. 36).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 10, 11, and 12
Number of undervotesfor U.S. Senator from survey question 10

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 10

Number of undervotesfor U.S. Senator (col. 36) divided by the
number of ballots counted (col. 4).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 10

Number of undervotesfor U.S. Senator (col. 36) divided by the
sum of the number of overvotes for U.S. Senator (col. 30) and the
number of undervotesfor U.S. Senator (col. 36).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 10, 11, and 12

Number of votes for U.S. Representative from survey question 12

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 12

September 27, 2005
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Col.

44

45

46
47

48

49

50

51
52

53
54

55

56

57

58

59
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Table 8 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading

Number Not Voting for
Congress (Drop-off)

Percent Not Voting for
Congress (Drop-off)

Cases

Exceptions

Total Overvotes
for Congress

Cases

Percent Congress
Overvotes of Total Bal-
lots

Cases

Percent Congress
Overvotes of Total
Over & Undervotes

Cases

Total Undervotes
for Congress

Cases

Percent Congress
Undervotes of
Total Ballots

Cases

This cell has an extra
line of space at the top.
Percent Undervotes

of Total Over &
Undervotes

Cases

Description

Number of ballots counted (col. 4) minus the number of votes for
U.S. Representative (col. 42)

Number not voting for U.S. Representative (col. 44) divided by the
number of ballots counted (cal. 4).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 2 and 12

Number of jurisdictions that reported more votes for U.S. Repre-
sentative (col. 42) than the total number of ballots counted (col. 4)

Number of overvotesfor U.S. Representative from survey
question 11

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 11

This cell has an extraline of space at the top. Number of overvotes
for U.S. Representative (col. 48) divided by the number of ballots
counted (col. 4).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to both question 2 and 11

Number of overvotesfor U.S. Representative (col. 48) divided by
the sum of the number of overvotesfor U.S. Representative

(col. 48) and the number of undervotes for U.S. Representative
(cal. 54).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 10, 11, and 12

Number of undervotesfor U.S. Representative from survey ques-
tion 10

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 10

Number of undervotesfor U.S. Representative (col. 54) divided by
the number of ballots counted (cal. 4).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to both questions 2 and 10

Number of undervotesfor U.S. Representative (col. 54) divided by
the sum of the number of overvotesfor U.S. Representative (col.
48) and the number of undervotes for U.S. Representative (col.
54).

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 10, 11, and 12
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 8 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 8 aswell as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

Drop-off, which is a combination of undervotes and overvotes, is analyzed in chapter 7, and
although a column is reported for presidential, Senate, and U.S. House drop-off, it is not discussed in
depth in this chapter.

Nationally, for president, 133,289 overvotes were reported cast, or 0.23 percent of total ballots cast.
863,872 presidential undervotes were reported, or 0.91 percent of total ballots cast. For Senate,
49,100 overvotes were reported, or 0.11 percent of total ballots cast in Senate contests. For Senate
races, 2,488,016 Senate undervotes were reported, or 3.80 percent of total ballots cast. For U.S.
House, 56,173 overvotes were reported, or 0.12 percent of total ballots cast in House contests.
5,077,325 undervotes in House elections were reported, or 6.27 percent of total ballots cast.

Considerable care should be taken in interpreting the analysis presented here. Many jurisdictions did
not provide overvotes and undervotes on their response to the Election Day Survey, so the analysisis
only valid for reporting jurisdictions. In addition, some jurisdictions provided data for either
overvotes or undervotes, but not both. We also make two caveats for overvotes and undervotes:

e For overvotes, only asmall percentage of overvotes were reported cast, and any inferenceis
suspect when thereislittle variation.

e For undervotes, particularly for Senate and U.S. House, undervotes are a function of the
competitiveness of the election. We note sizable increases in undervotes for elections that
were won handily by one candidate, particularly when that candidate was unopposed.
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With these caveats in mind, we note afew interesting patternsin our analysis:

Jurisdictions with the lowest income and education levels tended to report the highest percentage of
overvotes and undervotes. The percentages tended to drop to alower level at the second-to-third
lowest income and education categories.

Many of the studies in the wake of the 2000 el ection focused on the relationship between voting
equipment and overvotes and undervotes. For overvotes, which are more clearly an error in the
recording of a vote, we note that punch card jurisdictions reported the highest overvotes as a
percentage of total ballots cast for president and Senate, and were second highest to paper ballot
jurisdictions for U.S. House elections. Overvotes are more prone to occur in voting systems where a
voter marks a physical ballot and it is deposited in aballot box to be counted at the close of the polls.
Systems that provide an in-precinct checking capability are likely to see lower numbers of overvotes.
Electronic systems reported alow percentage of undervotes, but lever systems also reported a low
rate, as did jurisdictions using multiple systems. Optical scan jurisdictionstended to fall in the
middle.

Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions tended to report the highest percentage of overvotes for all
offices, and generally a high percentage of undervotes for U.S. House and Senate. Predominantly
non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of undervotes for
president.

States

For the presidential election, Alaska reported the lowest overvotes as a percentage of total ballots
cast, 0.01 percent. Idaho reported the highest, 1.50 percent. Alabama and Maryland reported the
lowest undervotes as a percentage of total ballots cast, 0.30 percent. Nevada also reported alow
number of undervotes, 0.44 percent; Nevadaisthe only state that presents voters with “None of
these candidates’ as an option for presidential vote. New Mexico reported the highest percentage of
undervotes, 2.74 percent, but this was based on reports of only 10 of the state’s 33 counties.

For Senate, Maryland reported the |lowest overvotes as a percentage of total ballots cast, 0.002
percent. Illinois reported the highest percent of overvotes at 0.27 percent. Colorado reported the
lowest percentage of undervotes at 0.47 percent and Idaho reported the highest, at 17.60 percent. The
high percentage in Idaho and the second highest in Connecticut at 10.71 percent, reflect the lack of
competition for the office of Senate in these states—both winning candidates won handily.
Democrats in Idaho chose not to nominate a candidate, though a Democratic write-in did receive a
small number of votes.

For U.S. House, Maryland reported the lowest undervotes as a percentage of total ballots cast, 0.003
percent, and Washington reported the highest, at 0.84 percent. Puerto Rico reported the lowest
number of undervotes for its nonvoting member of Congress, 0.25 percent, and North Dakota was
next, at 1.51 percent. Massachusetts and Connecticut reported undervotes for U.S. House slightly
higher than 10 percent.
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Regions

For president, reported percentage overvotes were lowest in the Northeast and South, 0.03 and 0.08
percent, respectively, and were greatest in the Midwest and West, 0.36 and 0.25 percent,
respectively. Percentage undervotes were generally equal across regions, with the Midwest reporting
the highest, 1.00 percent, and the Northeast the lowest, 0.75 percent.

For Senate, reported percentage overvotes were lowest in the Northeast and South, 0.02 and 0.01
percent, respectively, and were greatest in the Midwest and West, 0.17 and 0.11 percent,
respectively. Percentage undervotes were greatest in the Northeast, 9.29 percent, and relatively
similar elsewhere, varying between 3.12 and 3.99 percent.

For U.S. House, reported percentage overvotes was greatest in the U.S. territories, 0.20 percent,
followed by the West, 0.19 percent; Midwest, 0.12 percent; and Northeast, 0.10 percent. The South
reported the lowest percentage at 0.02 percent. Percentage of undervotes was greatest in the
Northeast, 9.76 percent, followed by the South, 6.59 percent, and the West and Midwest, which were
5.97 and 4.49 percent, respectively. The U.S. territories reported percentage of undervotes at 0.25
percent.

Urban to Rural

For president, urban and suburban jurisdictions reported the lowest percentage of overvotes, 0.15
and 0.13 percent, respectively. Small towns and rural jurisdictions reported higher percentages, 0.18
and 0.33 percent, respectively. Percentage of undervotes was highest among rural jurisdictions, 1.34
percent, and similar elsewhere, 0.77 to 0.88 percent.

For Senate, urban jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of overvotes, 0.12 percent, and other
jurisdictions varied between 0.04 and 0.07 percent. Percentage of undervotes was also highest in
urban areas, 4.39 percent, and varied between 3.17 and 3.71 percent el sewhere.

For U.S. House, suburban jurisdictions reported 0.21 percent overvotes, while other jurisdictions
reported 0.05 to 0.09 percent. Urban jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of undervotes, 7.43
percent, and jurisdictions el sewhere reported around 6.00 percent. The territories reported overvotes
of 0.20 percent and undervotes of 0.25 percent.

Size of Jurisdiction

For president, jurisdictions with voting age population (VAP) in the two categories 3,500 to 10,000
and 10,000 to 50,000 reported the highest percentage of overvotes, 0.31 and 0.28 percent,
respectively. All other jurisdictions reported between 0.12 and 0.18 percent. Jurisdictions with VAP
between 1,000 to 3,500 reported the highest percentage of undervotes, 2.66 percent, followed by
10,000 to 50,000, 1.29 percent; and 3,500 to 10,000, 1.15 percent; followed by all other jurisdictions
at 0.62 to 1.03 percent.

For Senate, reported overvotes ranged as a percentage between 0.05 and 0.12 percent, with no clear
pattern. Percentage undervotes tended to be higher in smaller jurisdictions, those with populations of
up to 50,000 voting-age population reporting over 4.43 percent and larger jurisdictions all reporting
below 3.89 percent.
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For U.S. House, smaller jurisdictions under 3,500 reported higher percentages of overvotes and
undervotes than larger jurisdictions. The smallest jurisdictions, under 1,000 voting age population,
reported the highest percentage of overvotes and undervotes, 0.32 and 11.21 percent, respectively.

Race and Ethnicity

For president, predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported much higher percentages of overvotes,
0.29 percent, than for predominantly non-Hispanic White and predominantly non-Hispanic Black
jurisdictions, 0.17 and 0.10 percent, respectively. Predominantly non-Hispanic Native American and
predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported higher percentages of undervotes, 3.93 and 1.40
percent, respectively, than for predominantly non-Hispanic White and predominantly non-Hispanic
Black jurisdictions, 0.87 and 0.57 percent, respectively.

For Senate, predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported a higher percentage of overvotes, 0.19
percent, than all other jurisdictions, which reported 0.06 percent and below. Predominantly Hispanic
reported higher percentages of undervotes, 5.22 percent, than other jurisdictions, which reported
between 3.34 and 3.93 percent.

For U.S. House, predominantly Hispanic and predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions
reported higher percentages of overvotes, 0.12 percent for both, than for predominantly non-
Hispanic Native American, at 0.08 percent, and predominantly non-Hispanic Black jurisdictions, at
0.02 percent. Predominantly Hispanic jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of undervotes,
8.96 percent, and predominantly non-Hispanic Native American jurisdictions reported the lowest, at
4.44 percent, while all other jurisdictions varied between 6.15 and 6.26 percent.

Median Income

For president, reported percentage of overvotes tended to decrease as median income within a
jurisdiction increased, from 0.31 to 0.08 percent. The same pattern is evident in percentage of
undervotes, which tended to decrease as median income in ajurisdiction increased, from 1.83 to 0.65
percent.

For Senate, reported percentage of overvotes showed no clear pattern, varying between 0.04 and
0.09 percent. For percentage of undervotes, the lowest median income jurisdiction reported the
highest percent, 5.31, but varied between 3.51 and 3.92 for the remaining jurisdictions without
exhibiting a clear pattern.

For U.S. House, for percentage of overvotes, the second to highest [ “second highest”?] median
income jurisdictions reported the highest level, 0.22 percent, and the highest median income
jurisdictions the next highest level, 0.16 percent, while the remaining jurisdictions measured
between 0.05 and 0.12 percent. For percentage of undervotes, the lowest median income jurisdiction
reported the highest level, 8.38 percent, . The remaining jurisdictions varied between 5.37 and 7.44
percent without exhibiting a clear pattern.

High School Education
For president, reported percentage of overvotes was highest in jurisdictions for the two lowest
categories of education, 0.22 percent for the lowest , 0.34 percent for the second lowest, and 0.16
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percent or lower for the remainder. Reported percentage of undervotes trended down with increasing
education, ranging from 1.66 to 0.48 percent.

For Senate, jurisdictions in the second lowest and third lowest categories of education reported the
highest percentage of overvotes, 0.15 and 0.08 percent, respectively. The lowest category reported
0.03 percent, the second highest reported 0.06 percent and the highest reported 0.03 percent.
Jurisdictions with the two lowest education categories reported the highest percentage of undervotes,
5.64 percent for the lowest and 4.65 percent for the second lowest. The remainder varied between
3.34 and 3.95 percent.

For U.S. House, there was no clear pattern to reported overvotes, which ranged between 0.07 and
0.26 percent. Percentage of undervotes tended to follow a pattern of decreasing overvotes with
increasing education, though jurisdictions in the second lowest education category reported the
highest percentage of undervotes, 8.93 percent. The highest education category reported the lowest
percentage, 5.50 percent.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

For president, Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported the same percentage of overvotes as other
jurisdictions, 0.17 percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions,
1.04 versus 0.83 percent. For Senate, Section 203 covered jurisdictions reported a higher percentage
of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.10 versus 0.05 percent, and reported a slightly lower
percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 3.73 versus 3.81 percent. For U.S. House, Section
203 covered jurisdictions reported a slightly lower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions,
0.11 versus 0.13 percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions,
7.02 versus 5.88 percent.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

For president, Section 5 covered jurisdictions reported alower percentage of overvotes than other
jurisdictions, 0.12 versus 0.20 percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes than other
jurisdictions, 1.08 versus 0.84 percent. For Senate, Section 5 covered jurisdictions reported a slightly
lower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.06 versus 0.08 percent, and reported a
dlightly higher percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 3.87 versus 3.76 percent. For U.S.
House, Section 5 covered jurisdictions reported alower percentage of overvotes than other
jurisdictions, 0.08 versus 0.14 percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes than other
jurisdictions, 7.37 versus 5.84 percent.

Type of Voting Equipment

For president, jurisdictions with lever machines reported the lowest percentage of overvotes, 0.004
percent. Electronic machines were next lowest at 0.03 percent. Although el ectronic machines inform
voters that an overvote isan error, votersin these jurisdictions can still cast absentee and provisional
ballots that may produce overvotes. Multiple system jurisdictions reported 0.06 percent overvotes.
Punch card jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of overvotes, 0.49 percent, and paper and
optical scan jurisdictions reported 0.22 and 0.21 percent overvotes, respectively. Punch card
jurisdictions also reported the highest percentage of undervotes, 1.41 percent, followed by paper at
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0.98 percent, lever at 0.94 percent, optical scan at 0.86 percent, and electronic and multiple systems,
both at 0.70 percent.

For Senate, electronic and multiple system jurisdictions reported the lowest percentage of overvotes
at 0.02 percent, followed by, in increasing order, paper, 0.06 percent; optical scan, 0.08 percent; and
punch card, 0.24 percent. (No jurisdictions with lever machines reported overvotesin a Senate race.)
For undervotes, lever jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of undervotes, 9.17 percent,
followed by punch cards, 4.08 percent;, electronic, 3.60 percent; paper, 3.33 percent; optical scan,
3.27 percent; and multiple systems, 2.23 percent.

For U.S. House, paper jurisdictions reported the highest percentage of overvotes, 0.35 percent, and
in descending order, punch cards at 0.22 percent, optical scan at 0.15 percent, lever and electronic at
0.05 percent, and multiple systems at 0.02 percent. Lever jurisdictions reported the highest
percentage of undervotes, at 10.58 percent, and in descending order, paper at 9.77 percent, electronic
at 7.10 percent, optical scan at 5.88 percent, punch card at 5.01 percent, and multiple systems at 4.71
percent.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
For all three types of federal offices, jurisdictions that changed voting equipment reported alower
percentage of overvotes and undervotes than jurisdictions that did not change voting equipment.

Statewide Voter Registration Database

For president, jurisdictions with a statewide voter registration database reported a lower percentage
of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.08 versus 0.19 percent, and alower percentage of undervotes
than other jurisdictions, 0.73 versus 0.95 percent. For Senate, jurisdictions with a statewide voter
registration database reported alower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.03 versus
0.08 percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 4.40 versus
3.65 percent. For U.S. House, jurisdictions with a statewide voter registration database reported a
lower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.08 versus 0.13 percent, and reported a
higher percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 6.95 versus 6.04 percent.

Election Day Registration

For president, jurisdictions with Election Day registration reported a higher percentage of overvotes
than other jurisdictions, 1.27 versus 0.16 percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes
than other jurisdictions, 1.08 versus 0.88 percent. For Senate, jurisdictions with Election Day
registration reported alower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.02 versus 0.07
percent, and reported a higher percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 7.89 versus 3.55
percent. For U.S. House, jurisdictions with Election Day voter registration reported a slightly higher
percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.14 versus 0.12 percent, and reported a lower
percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 5.65 versus 6.33 percent.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance
For president, jurisdictions with no provisional ballots reported a higher percentage of overvotes,
1.02 percent, than other jurisdictions, which reported 0.18 percent of overvotes for within-
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jurisdiction acceptance and 0.14 percent for within-precinct acceptance. Percentage of undervotes
did not vary greatly by jurisdiction with regard to provisional ballot acceptance, ranging from 0.66 to
0.91 percent.

For Senate, jurisdictions with provisional ballots accepted in the overall jurisdiction reported the
highest rate of overvotes, 0.11 percent, versus 0.03 percent for jurisdictions with within-precinct
acceptance and no provisional ballots. Jurisdictions without provisional ballots had the highest
percentage of undervotes, 11.95 percent (mainly due to Idaho[-why isthat again?]), while other
jurisdictions reported similar percentages. 3.54 percent in jurisdictionwide acceptance and 3.85
percent within-precinct acceptance.

For U.S. House, jurisdictions with no provisional ballots and within jurisdiction acceptance of
ballots reported the highest percentage of overvotes, 0.18 percent, versus 0.04 percent for within-
precinct acceptance. Jurisdiction with no provisional ballots reported the lowest percentage of
undervotes, 2.67 percent, with 6.02 percent for jurisdictionwide acceptance and 6.94 for within-
precinct acceptance.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting

For president, jurisdictions with “no excuse” absentee balloting reported a slightly higher percentage
of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.18 versus 0.17 percent, and reported a slightly lower
percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.88 versus 0.91 percent. For Senate, jurisdictions
with “no excuse” absentee balloting reported a dightly lower percentage of overvotes than other
jurisdictions, 0.07 versus 0.08 percent, and reported a slightly lower percentage of undervotes than
other jurisdictions, 3.77 versus 3.80 percent. For U.S. House, jurisdictions with “no excuse” absentee
balloting reported a higher percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.14 versus 0.07 percent,
and reported alower percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 6.04 versus 6.52 percent.

Early Voting

For president, jurisdictions with early voting reported a dightly lower percentage of overvotes than
other jurisdictions, 0.17 versus 0.18 percent, and reported a higher percentage of overvotes than
other jurisdictions, 0.95 versus 0.85 percent. For Senate, jurisdictions with early voting reported a
dlightly lower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.06 versus 0.10 percent, and
reported alower percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 3.54 versus 4.09 percent. For U.S.
House, jurisdictions with early voting reported alower percentage of overvotes than other
jurisdictions, 0.06 versus 0.26 percent, and reported slightly a higher percentage of undervotes than
other jurisdictions, 6.35 versus 6.18 percent.

Battleground States

For president, jurisdictionsin battleground states reported a slightly higher percentage of overvotes
than other jurisdictions, 0.23 versus 0.15 percent, and reported alower percentage of undervotes than
other jurisdictions, 0.80 versus 0.96 percent. For Senate, jurisdictionsin battleground states reported
adlightly lower percentage of overvotes than other jurisdictions, 0.07 versus 0.08 percent, and
reported alower percentage of undervotes than other jurisdictions, 3.29 versus 4.15 percent. For U.S.
House, jurisdictionsin battleground states reported a higher percentage of overvotes than other
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jurisdictions, 0.19 versus 0.09 percent, and reported alower percentage of undervotes than other
jurisdictions, 5.64 versus 6.59 percent.

Presidential Margin of Victory

For president, there was no clear pattern to reported percentage of overvotes by presidential margin
of victory within the jurisdiction, ranging from 0.10 to 0.18 percent. There was no clear pattern for
undervoters, either, ranging from 0.80 to 0.91 percent across categories.

For Senate, there was no clear pattern to reported percentage of overvotes by presidential margin of
victory within the jurisdiction, ranging from 0.03 to 0.07 percent. Reported percentage of undervotes
also did not exhibit a clear pattern with presidential margin of victory within the jurisdiction, ranging
from 3.02 to 4.52 percent.

For U.S. House, the percentage of overvotes tended to decrease with presidential margin of victory
within the jurisdiction, ranging from 0.37 to 0.02 percent. Reported percentage of undervotes tended
to increase dlightly with presidential margin of victory within the jurisdiction, ranging from 5.60 to
6.60 percent.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

For president, there was no clear pattern to overvotes by the presidential winner within the
jurisdiction, ranging from 0.7 to 0.20 percent across categories. Jurisdictions won by Bush reported
higher undervotes, ranging between 0.90 and 0.93 percent, than jurisdictions won by Kerry, which
ranged from 0.77 to 0.86 percent.

For Senate, those jurisdictions won by Kerry tended to report a higher percentage of overvotes, 0.05
to 0.11 percent, than jurisdictions won by Bush, ranging from 0.01 to 0.05 percent. Jurisdictions that
Kerry won by a plurality reported the highest percentage of undervotes, 9.37 percent, while the
remainder varied between 3.34 and 4.27 percent. (The few tied jurisdictions reported the highest
undervote, 6.36 percent.)

For U.S. House, those jurisdictions won by Bush tended to report alower percentage of overvotes,
ranging between 0.01 and 0.08 percent, than those won by Kerry, ranging between 0.08 and 0.21
percent. (The few tied jurisdictions reported an overvote of 0.17 percent.) There was no clear pattern
for undervotes, which varied between 5.20 percent in jurisdictions won by Kerry by a plurality, to
7.90 percent for those jurisdictions won by Bush by a plurality. (The few tied jurisdictions reported
the highest undervote, 11.45 percent.)
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Over and Undervotes 2004 General Election Presidential Drop-off Presidential Overvotes Presidential Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Total Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes President Overvotes of| Undervotes President Undervotes of
Administration Ballots For For President| For President| For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of | Total Over &|
Code  Name Jurisdicti Counted| Cases| President| Cases (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases i Cases| Total Ballots| Cases|  Undervotes| Cases President| Cases|  Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases
01 A 67 1,683,735 61 1,758,927 64 13,608 1.12 59 24 710 58 0.05 58 13.4 58] 4,569 58 0.30 58 86.6 58
02 Alaska 1 314,502 1] 312,598 1 1,904 0.61 1 25 1 0.01 1 100.0: 1]
04 Arizona 15| 2,038,077 15 2,013,913 15 24,164 1.19 15 5,745 15 0.28 15 25.4] 15 16,866 15 0.83 15 74.6 15
05 Ar 75 1,055,510 75| 1,055,510 75 0 75 7,144 75 0.68 75 45.4 65| 8,579 75 0.81 75 54.6 65
06 California 58 12,359,633 53] 12,266,320 55 154,770 1.28 52 2 29,616 54 0.24] 51 20.1 54 117,522 54 0.94/ 51 79.9 54
08 Colorado 64 2,148,036 64 2,130,472 64 17,564 0.82 64 1,313 14 0.37 14/ 51.4] 14 1,242 14 0.35 14/ 48.6 14
09 Connecticut 169 1,595,013 169 1,578,757 169 17,146 1.11 169 5 0 169 169 165] 18,487 169 1.16 169 100.0 165
10 D e 3| 377,407 3 375,273 3 2,134 0.57 3 0 3 3 3 2,134 3 0.57 3 100.0 3
11 District of Ci 1 230,105 1] 227,586 1 2,519 1.09 1 624 1 0.27 1 24.9 1] 1,883 1 0.82 1 75.1 1
12 Florida 67 7,639,949 67| 7,609,810 67 30,139 0.39 67 4,046 67 0.05 67 12.8 67| 27,475 67 0.36 67 87.2 67
13 Georgia 159 3,317,336 159 3,304,484| 159 12,852 0.39 159 0 159 159 159 12,852 159 0.39 159 100.0 159
15 Hawaii 5| 431,203 4 430,565 4 638 0.15 4 202 4 0.05 4 7.6 4 2,446 4 0.57 4 92.4 4
16 Idaho 44 612,786 44 598,447 44 14,339 2.34 44 8,424 28 1.50 28 66.2 28] 4,294 28 0.76] 28 33.8 28
17 Illinois 110 5,361,048 110] 5,070,558 96 33,122 0.66 96 6 16,229 94 0.32 94 23.2 91 53,668 95 1.06 95 76.8 92
18 Indiana 92| 2,512,142 92| 2,467,863 92 44,279 1.76 92
19 Iowa 99 1,513,894 98| 1,488,776 97 18,313 1.22 97 1] 4,260 97 0.28 97 40.5 92 6,258 97 0.42 97 59.5 92
20 Kansas 105 1,199,590 105] 1,188,799 105 14,058 1.28 105 17, 752 66 0.08 66 6.0 55| 14,064 86 1.29 86 95.3 85
21 Kentucky 120 1,816,867 120] 1,794,860 120 22,007 1.21 120
22 Louisi 64 1,956,590 64 1,943,106 64 13,606 0.71 64 2 0 64 64 62| 13,606 63 0.70 63 100.0 62
23 Maine 517 754,777 517 741,081 517 13,696 1.81 517
24 Maryland 24 2,395,127 24 2,386,668 24 8,459 0.35 24 247 24 0.01 24 3.3 24 7,292 24 0.30 24 96.7 24
25 Massachusetts 351 2,927,455 351 2,912,395| 351 15,060 0.51 351 15,060 351 0.51 351 100.0] 339
26 Michigan 83 4,876,237, 83 4,839,252 83 36,985 0.76 83 36,940 83 0.76 83 100.0 83
27 i 87 2,842,912 87 2,825,015 87 17,897 0.63 87 17,897 87 0.63 87 100.0 87
28 82 1,163,460 82 1,152,145 82 11,315 0.97 82
29 Missouri 116 2,765,960 116 2,731,364| 116 34,596 1.25 116 32,042 116 1.16 116 100.0 111
30 56 456,096 56 450,313 56 5,783 1.27 56 1,450 51 0.33 51 37.1 40 2,629 51 0.64 51 77.9 40
31 Nebraska 93] 792,910 93| 778,186 93 14,724/ 1.86 93 4,282 93 0.54] 93 50.9 88, 4,132 93 0.52 93 49.1 88
32 Nevada 17| 831,833 17, 829,587 17 2,246 0.27 17 146 12 0.02 12 5.3 12 3,688 17 0.44/ 17 96.2 17
33 New | ire 242 686,390 241 677,634 238 10,763 1.59| 238 11
34 New Jersey 21 3,639,612 21 3,609,691 21 29,921 0.82 21 385 21 0.01 21 1.3 21] 29,536 21 0.81 21 98.7 21
35 New Mexico 33 328,636 21 320,066 21 8,570 2.61 21 0 5 4,310 10 2.74] 10 100.0
36 New York 58 7,448,266 58| 7,391,036 58 57,230 0.77 58
37 North Carolina 100 3,571,420 100 3,501,007 100 70,413 1.97 100 0 100 100 98, 70,413 100 1.97 100 100.0 98
38 North Dakota 53 316,049 53] 312,833 53 3,216 1.02 53 415 48 0.14] 48 16.1 48 2,168 48 0.71 48 83.9 48
39 Ohio 88| 5,730,867 88| 5,627,207 88 103,660 1.81 88 20,226 71 0.48 71 30.1 71 55,094 79 1.18 79 73.1 79
40 (o) 77 1,474,304 77| 1,467,052 77 7,252 0.49 77 1,146 77 0.08 77 10.9 77| 9,400 77 0.64 77 89.1 77
41 Oregon 36 1,851,671 36| 1,836,782 36 14,889 0.80 36 3,209 36 0.17 36 21.6] 36| 11,645 36 0.63 36 78.4 36
42 [Pennsylvania 67 3,006,146 46|
44 Rhode Island 39" 440,743 39| 437,134 39 3,609 0.82 39 970 39 0.22 39 26.9 39| 2,639 39 0.60 39 73.1 39
45 [South Carolina 46| 1,626,720 46|
46 South Dakota 66 394,930 66) 388,215 66 6,715 1.70 66 898 43 0.28 43 18.0 43| 4,114 43 1.28 43 82.2 43
47 T 95 2,458,213 95) 2,434,949 95 23,394 0.96 95 2 3,019 22 1.21 22 54.6] 22| 20,375 93 0.84] 93 87.1 93
48 Texas 254| 7,507,333 254 7,410,766 254 96,567, 1.29| 254 6,445 254 0.09] 254 5.2 153] 117,363| 254 1.56] 254 94.8 153
49 Utah 29 942,045 29| 928,379 29 13,666 1.45 29 2,745 22 0.32 22 22.2 22| 11,054 24 1.21 24 80.1 24
50 Vermont 246 313,973 245 314,275| 246 48 0.02| 245 4 464 246 0.15| 245 23.8| 226 1,487| 246 0.47| 245 76.2| 226
|51 Virginia 134 3,223,156 134 3,198,367 134 24,807 0.77 134 2 1,703 134 0.05 134 6.6 131 23,174] 131 0.73 131 93.4 131
|53 i 39 2,885,001 39| 2,859,084 39 25,917 0.90 39 4,572 37 0.16] 37 21.9 37| 16,452 39 0.57 39 78.3 39
|54 West Virginia 55 769,645 55| 756,341 55 13,602 1.80 55 3 1,444 28 0.43 28 18.2 28] 13,602 52 1.80 52 90.4 52
|Is5  |wisconsin 1,910 3,009,491 1,880 2,992,340| 1,897 45,982 1.58] 1,880 73 44,482] 1,493 1.62[ 1,493 100.0] 1,493
56 Wyoming 23 245,789 23] 242,948 23 2,841 1.16 23 433 16 0.32 16 31.6] 16 939 16 0.69 16 68.4 16
60 American Samoa 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 1,990,372 110]
78 Virgin Islands 1] 31,391 1]
Total 6,568| 121,862,353| 6,488] 113,968,736]6,290] 1,160,985] 1.02[6,264 152 133,289 2,348 0.23[2,344] 22.4[2,171] 863,872[4,611 0.91[4,607| 86.7[4,430
Maximum 1,910| 12,359,633| 1,880] 12,266,320[1,897 154,770 2.61[1,880) 73] 29,616] 254 1.50] 254 100.0] 226 117,522[1,493 2.74[1,493 100.0(1,493
Average 119( 2,299,289 122] 2,325,892 128 23,693 1.08] 127 11 3,507, 61 0.29] 61 26.3| 57| 20,568 109 0.87] 109 84.1] 105
ini 1] 31,391 1| 227,586 1 0 0.02] 1 1] 0 1 0.01 1 1.3 1| 939 1 0.30 1 33.8 1
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Over and Undervotes 2004 General Election Presidential Drop-off Presidential Overvotes Presidential Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Total Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes President Overvotes of| Undervotes President Undervotes of
Administration Ballots For For For For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of | Total Over &|
[Code Name Jurisdictions| Counted Cases| President| Cases| (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases i Cases Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases| President| Cases| Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases|
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election
None / Unknown 908] 9,922,294 875 7,782,772] 766 136,741 1.76] 761 27| 13,644 78 0.24] 78] 15.9] 77 82,530 574 1.25] 574 85.8] 572
Punch card 260 10,938,861] 255 10,202,265 244 134,740 1.60] 243 4 38,733 145 0.49| 144 26.3| 144 138,039 212 1.41] 211 78.1] 209
Lever 394 12,981,126] 384 11,663,153] 374 95,556 0.83] 374 10 171 275 0.00 275 0.4| 262 38,882 299 0.94] 299 99.6| 289
Paper 1,734 2,172,234] 1,727 2,135,810 1,732 29,342 1.54] 1,726 46| 1,122 353 0.22| 352 34.5| 232 15,128] 991 0.98] 990 93.1] 860
Optical scan 2,541 49,661,061 2,524 48,141,235| 2,490 483,390 1.12] 2,479 64  71,128] 1,097 0.21] 1,096, 19.6| 1,065|  377,631| 2,028 0.86| 2,027, 84.3| 2,002
Electronic 608| 27,295,070 601f 25,285,382[ 564 216,995 0.86] 561 5,890 347 0.03] 346 4.0 339 155,197] 398 0.70] 397, 96.3| 390
Multiple Systems 123 8,891,707] 122 8,758,119] 120 64,221 0.83] 120 1 2,601 53 0.06] 53 9.2 52 56,465 109 0.70] 109 95.6] 108
Ch d Voting Since
2000 General Election
[Yes 1,753]  35,479,523[ 1,739 34,381,658[ 1,722] 320,668] 0.97] 1,715] 52 30,680 493 0.11] 492] 12.7] 478 235,133 1,176] 0.73[ 1,175] 88.5[ 1,163
[No 4,815 86,382,830[ 4,749 79,587,078] 4,568] 840,317 1.16] 4,549] 100] 102,609] 1,855 0.21] 1,852] 18.0] 1,693 628,739[ 3,435] 0.98] 3,432] 86.1] 3,267
State Wide Voter Registration
System in Place]
Yes 1,335 27,317,939] 1,322|  25,489,478[ 1,276] 203,051] 0.82] 1,276] 10[ 10,084] 569] 0.08] 569] 9.9] 563  169,597] 1,117] 0.73] 1,117] 94.4] 1,099
No 5,233 94,544,414] 5,166| 88,479,258 5,014] 957,934 1.18] 4,988| 142 123,205 1,779 0.19] 1,775] 17.4] 1,608] 694,275/ 3,494 0.95] 3,490] 85.0[ 3,331
Election Day Registration
Yes 2,823 8,152,145] 2,792| 8,077,465| 2,806] 105,518] 1.34] 2,789] 84 8,857| 44] 1.27]  44] 62.9] 44| 67,612[ 1,624] 1.08[ 1,624] 88.4] 1,624
No 3,745 113,710,208 3,696 105,891,271] 3,484]  1,055,467] 1.08] 3,475] 68| 124,432] 2,304 0.16] 2,300] 15.6] 2,127][  796,260[ 2,987| 0.88] 2,983 86.6] 2,806
Provisil Ballot A
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 44,662,901 1,123 41,055,629] 1,066 405,687 1.14] 1,062 14 72,279 988 0.18] 984 17.1] 951 351,761] 996 0.90] 992 83.0] 959
In Precinct Only 4,350] 69,964,775 4,312] 67,758,097| 4,285 695,387 1.07| 4,263 127|  52,171] 1,284 0.14] 1,284 13.9] 1,144  487,752| 3,452 0.91| 3,452, 90.5| 3,308
None 1,056 7,234,677 1,053 5,155,010 939 59,911 1.16] 939 11] 8,839 76 1.02[ 76 57.8]  76] 24,359] 163 0.66] 163 73.4] 163
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
Yes 3,781 46,531,514] 3,731  46,108,172] 3,750] 510,564 1.18[ 3,729] 99 70,934] 1,160] 0.18] 1,156] 17.8[ 1,104/ 379,041[ 2,685] 0.88] 2,681] 84.4] 2,639
No 2,787 75,330,839 2,757 67,860,564 2,540] 650,421] 1.04] 2,535] 53| 62,355 1,188] 0.17] 1,188 15.1] 1,067][  484,831[ 1,926| 0.91] 1,926] 88.6] 1,791
Early Voting Allowed|
Yes 1,701] 50,903,807] 1,681| 50,439,831[ 1,683] 522,673 1.12[ 1,679] 29 76,489] 1,439] 0.17] 1,435] 15.2[ 1,279 457,972[ 1,563] 0.95] 1,559] 85.8] 1,412
No 4,867| 70,958,546] 4,807| 63,528,905| 4,607] 638,312 1.08] 4,585] 123 56,800] 909 0.18] 909[ 18.5] 892  405,900] 3,048] 0.85] 3,048] 87.7] 3,018
Covered By Section 203,|
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468 34,287,661 450  33,986,664] 452] 362,562 1.17]  449] 4 54,079 396] 0.17] 393] 14.0] 293  333,686] 409 1.04] 406] 86.1] 307
[No 6,100] 87,574,692 6,038 79,982,072] 5,838] 798,423 1.07] 5,815| 148 79,210 1,952 0.17] 1,951] 18.6] 1,878 530,186[ 4,202] 0.83[ 4,201] 87.1] 4,123
Covered By Section 5 of Voting|
Rights Act|
Yes 880 27,429,425 872  25,638,280] 829] 285,559 1.19] 823 29 28,842] 732] 0.12] 731] 9.9] 626 263,161 728] 1.08]  727] 90.1] 626
No 5,688] 94,432,928 5,616] 88,330,456| 5,461| 875,426 1.07] 5,441 123 104,447] 1,616] 0.20] 1,613 20.1] 1,545]  600,711] 3,883] 0.84] 3,880] 85.3| 3,804
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey
Over and Undervotes 2004 General Election Presidential Drop-off Presidential Overvotes Presidential Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Total Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes President Overvotes of| Undervotes President Undervotes of
Administration Ballots For For President| For President| For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of | Total Over &|
Code  Name Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases| President| Cases (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases i Cases| Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| President| Cases Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710] 20,812,375] 1,687 17,662,003] 1,639 147,473 0.85[ 1,638 20 1,819 475 0.03] 474 3.4]  451] 67,209] 826 0.75] 825 97.4] 790
South 1,423] 42,266,877] 1,417 40,376,851] 1,374 352,674 0.96] 1,369 33| 26,528] 1,066 0.08[ 1,066 7.9] oa8] 332,717[ 1,157 0.89] 1,157 92.6] 1,043
Midwest 2,902| 31,316,030] 2,871 30,710,408] 2,873 373,547 1.34] 2,856 97| 47,062 512 0.36] 512 26.9] 488  270,859[ 2,320 1.00[ 2,320 85.2] 2,301
West 420] 25,445,308  402[  25,219,474] 404 287,291 1.22] 401 2 57,880 295 0.25] 292 23.4] 284 193,087 308 0.84] 305 77.2] 296
Territories 113 2,021,763 111 I
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567] 42,675,443 563 41,592,050] 562 398,607 1.01] 560 10 41,399 163 0.15] 163 14.4] 162 311,062] 505 0.88] 505 88.3] 504
Suburban 871 33,263,865 860[ 30,993,718] 847 285,490 0.95] 845 15| 27,741 246 0.13[ 246 15.3] 244 202,530 662 0.77] 662 88.0] 659
Small Towns 1,710 30,364,561 1,685 28,304,035] 1,634 292,227 1.19] 1,627 38| 34,882 670 0.18] 668 17.8] 655  204,665] 1,100 0.87] 1,098] 85.5] 1,086
Rural 3,307| 13,536,721] 3,269 13,078,933[ 3,247 184,661 1.60] 3,232 89 29,267] 1,269 0.33] 1,267 20.1] 1,110 145,615 2,344 1.34] 2,342 83.7] 2,181
Not Available - Territories 113 2,021,763 111 I
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
< 1,000 1,761 634,024 1,740] 636,085] 1,754 6,957 1.46] 1,739 60 124] 156.0 0.18] 154 26.7] 125 3,713] 1,073 0.88] 1,071 96.8] 1,033
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165| 1,630,543] 1,162] 1,597,029] 1,164 40,658 2.82] 1,162 24] 753]  290.0 0.18] 290 17.9] 234 30,337] 817 2.66] 817, 97.6] 764
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043" 4,256,986/ 1,038 4,156,692| 1,029 60,236, 1.59] 1,028 21] 6,105| 493.0 0.31] 493 18.9] 439 38,425| 806 1.15] 806 86.3| 753
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 21,817,391 1,689 20,865,743] 1,641 273,979 1.47] 1,637 37| 33,043] 937.0 0.28] 937 16.5] 909  223,906] 1,340 1.29[ 1,340 87.2] 1,312
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 33,587,618 570 31,211,163| 534 275,154 0.95| 530 8 31,892| 359.0 0.15| 357 17.0 352 196,270| 443 0.75| 441 86.3| 437
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 35,485,241 133] 33,329,394 125 245,112 0.78 125 1] 30,324 94.0 0.12 94 16.9 93 185,170] 111 0.62] 111 85.9 110
>=1,000,000 25 22,427,696 24 22,168,851 24 258,845 1.24 24 31,048 19.0 0.18 19 15.0 19 186,050 20 1.03 20 85.7 20
Not Available 144 2,022,854 132] 3,779 19 44 6.63 19 1] 1 1 8.33 1 100.0 1
Race and Ethnicity|
Pr i y NH White 6,264] 112,362,361] 6,201 106,734,482 6,127 1,055,209 1.07] 6,102 148 116,355] 2248.0 0.17] 2,244 16.4] 2,078 777,582[ 4,504] 0.87] 4,500) 87.1] 4,330
Pr i y NH Black 85| 2,117,437 85 1,960,695 73 14,101 0.82] 73 3 1,806]  52.0 0.10[ 52 15.4] 51 9,894 52 0.57] 52 84.6] 51
Pr i y NH Native America 24 127,150 23 123,548] 24 5,312 4.18] 23 164  10.0 0.15 10 3.6 10 4387 15 3.93 15 96.4 15
Pr i y Hi 50| 5,209,222 46| 5,122,903 46 86,319 1.71] 46 14,964]  38.0 0.29] 38 17.2[ 32 72,008 39 1.40] 39 82.8| 33
Not Available 145 2,046,183 133] 27,108 20 44 6.63 20 1] 1 1 8.33 1 100.0 1
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 1,488,479 294] 1,440,538] 291 24,692 2.41] 291 6 2,449] 117.0 0.31] 117 14.0] 109 16,854] 156 1.83] 156 87.3] 143
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884| 5,685,388] 876 5,455,490 866 78,404 1.70] 863 12 10,733] 449.0 0.28] 449 18.7] 389 58,678] 634 1.26] 634 84.5 567
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372  14,312,622[ 1,356 13,179,325] 1,316 165,933 1.45] 1,313 34  19,124] 612.0 0.21[ 612 14.7] 564 139,408 989 1.22] 989 88.3] 944
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215]  26,144,458] 1,204 24,868,484] 1,182 251,089 1.12[ 1,177 37| 29,245 461.0 0.20[ 459 18.0] 431 187,167] 833 1.01] 831 86.5| 806
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881| 26,227,676] 871 24,994,175 862 282,093 1.18] 857 23| 38,738] 256.0 0.21[ 255 19.0] 246 196,066 604 0.89] 603] 83.5] 591
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587 15,037,096 577 14,514,853 578 140,457 0.98] 572 15[ 18,650 150.0 0.17[ 150 17.7] 141] 101,085 443 0.75] 443] 84.5| 434
>=$50,000 1,180] 30,943,728] 1,173 29,512,042 1,172 218,271 0.78] 1,168 24 14,350 303.0 0.08] 302 10.7] 299 164,613 951 0.65] 950 92.0] 944
Not Available 151 2,022,906 137] 3,829 23 46 6.91 23 1] 1 1 8.33 1 100.0 1
High School Education
< 60% 126] 951,317] 125 931,510] 124 16,216 2.05] 124 1,108] 57.0 0.22] 57 10.9] 49 11,295] 74 1.66] 74 91.1] 66
>=60% to <70% 661] 10,083,603 652 9,719,374] 635 154,138 1.78] 629 25 29,110[ 394.0 0.34] 393 20.4] 350 120,842[ 480 1.34] 479 80.6] 436
>=70% to <80% 1,646 31,406,406| 1,630 29,496,147| 1,589 348,449 1.33]| 1,587 39| 29,753| 701.0 0.15| 701 10.9] 634 302,650| 1,191 1.23[ 1,191 91.0f 1,125
>=80% to <90% 3,111 65,275,468| 3,074 61,770,600( 3,048 563,253 0.96| 3,031 72| 66,566| 991.0 0.16| 988 19.1] 942 379,795| 2,238 0.74| 2,235 85.2| 2,190
>=90% 873 12,099,350 870 12,023,973| 871 78,883 0.69| 870 15 6,752| 205.0 0.10| 205 17.8 196 49,289| 627 0.48| 627 88.0] 612
Not Available 151 2,046,209 137] 27,132 23 46 6.91 23 1 1 1 8.33 1 100.0 1
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey
Over and Undervotes 2004 General Election Presidential Drop-off Presidential Overvotes Presidential Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Total Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes President Overvotes of| Undervotes President Undervotes of
Administration Ballots For For For For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of | Total Over &|
Code Name Jurisdictions| Counted| Cases| President| Cases (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| cases i Cases| Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| President| Cases|  Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases|
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election
Yes 3,093| 43,980,255 3,028 40,593,153] 2,995] 405,287 1.03[ 2,978] 88| 52,105] 457.0] 0.23]  457] 26.0] 442 296,572[ 2,280] 0.80[ 2,280] 85.1] 2,259
No 3,475  77,882,098] 3,466" 73,375,583 3,295| 755,698| 1.14] 3,286] 65" 81,184] 1891.0] 0.15] 1,887 13.3] 1,729 567,300[ 2,331 0.96] 2,327| 87.6] 2,171
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election
< 2.5% 515[ 10,753,542 508  10,520,129] 502 96,163 0.96] 499 13 8,551 126 0.15] 126 14.5]  120] 68,864] 346 0.84] 346 89.0] 339
.5% to < 5.0% 476 8,077,591 471 6,840,604] 462 48,544 0.78] 460 9 5,231 128 0.12] 128] 11.1] 121 49,619] 317 0.87] 317 90.5] 310
.0% to < 7.5% 510| 9,931,823] 506 9,790,598] 504 99,084 1.04] 503 14 11,315 138 0.17] 138] 21.8] 134 65,838] 355 0.83] 355 85.4] 351
.5% to < 10.0 % 429 6,126,475 426 5,948,052 422 54,824 0.99] 421 14 5,905 122 0.15] 121 17.2] 116 46,834] 307 0.85] 306 88.8] 297
>=10.0 % 4,492 84,945,042 4,448 80,860,548 4,384 862,325 1.16] 4,365 100] 102,286] 1,832 0.18] 1,829) 16.5 1,678] 632,706] 3,283 0.92] 3,280 86.2| 3,130
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election
Bush > 55% 3,115 47,293,906 3,083 44,578,904| 3,029 494,305 1.21] 3,016 85 65,421 1,398 0.20| 1,397 18.3] 1,261 355,770] 2,290 0.91) 2,289 84.6] 2,160
Bush 50% to 55% 982_" 18,343,733 974 17,379,107| 963 184,958 1.14] 959 25| 14,070 270 0.12 270 12.5 257 138,886| 670 0.92] 670 90.8 656
Bush < 50% 136 1,386,188 135] 1,318,265 131 12,408 0.96 131 4 700! 30 0.09 30 10.6 29| 9,073 76 0.90 76 92.8 75
Kerry < 50% 150" 3,447,366 149 3,423,694 149 25,550 0.75 149 5 1,477 42 0.09 42 12.5 41 16,474 97 0.75 97 91.9 95
Kerry 50% to 55% 872_" 16,109,589 860 15,319,622| 856 124,181 0.88| 850 19 16,104 247 0.16]| 246 17.0 237 103,087| 618 0.84| 617 86.5 605
Kerry > 55% 1,161 33,249,808| 1,152 31,936,516| 1,140 319,478 1.07] 1,137 12 35,516 359 0.18| 357 15.6] 344 240,571 857 0.91 855! 87.1 836
Tied 25| 9,842 18 9,741 17 102 1.21 17 1 1 2 0.07 2 9.1 2 11 3 0.71 3 91.7 3
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey
Over and Undervotes 2004 Geners¢ U.S. Senatorial Drop-off U.S. Senatorial Overvotes U.S. Senatorial Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent| Percent| Total Percent| Percent
Election Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes US Senate Overvotes of| Undervotes US Senate Undervotes of |
Administration For For US Senate| For US Senate For OverVotes of| Total Over &| For Undervotes of| Total Over &
Code  Name Jurisdicti US Senate| Cases| (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases US Senate| Cases| Total Ballots| Cases|  Undervotes| Cases| US Senate| cases Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases|
01 A 67 1,751,909 64 27,373 2.42 59 21 66 58 0.00 58 0.2 58] 35,178 58 2.33 58 99.8] 58|
02 Alaska 1 308,315 1 6,187 1.97 1 330 1 0.10 1 100.0 1
04 Arizona 15| 1,932,503 15 105,574 5.18 15 2,936 15 0.14 15 3.9 15] 71,475 15, 3.51 15 96.1 15|
05 Ar 75 1,040,021 75 19,343 2.21 75 26 1,219 75 0.12 75 4.9 66 23,635 75! 2.24 75 95.1 66|
06 California 58| 11,808,639 55 611,796 5.07 52 2 17,189 54 0.14 51 3.4 54 491,742 54, 3.97 51 96.6 54)
08 Colorado 64 2,107,900 64 40,136, 1.87 64 367, 14/ 0.10 14 18.1 14 1,662 14 0.47 14 81.9 14]
09 Connecticut 169 1,424,726 169 171,082 10.74 169 1 0 169 169 169 170,748 169 10.71 169 100.0 169
10 D e 3
11 District of Ci 1
12 Florida 67 7,429,894 67 210,055 2.75 67 839 67 0.01 67 0.4 67| 204,174 67 2.67 67 99.6! 67|
13 Georgia 159 3,222,467 159 94,869 2.86 159 0 159 159 159 94,869 159 2.86 159 100.0 159
15 Hawaii 5| 427,492 4 3,711 0.86 4 107 4 0.02 4 0.7 4 14,711 4 341 4 99.3] 4
16 Idaho 44 503,932 44 108,854 17.76 44 123 28 0.02 28 0.1 28] 99,078 28 17.60, 28 99.9 28
17 Illinois 110 4,998,444 96 115,574 2.31 96 7 13,916 94 0.27 94 7.5 92 173,012 95! 3.40 95 92.6] 93|
18 Indiana 92| 2,428,233 92 83,909, 3.34 92
19 Iowa 99 1,462,091 97 45,017, 3.00 97 1 1,191 97 0.08 97 3.2 92] 35,611 97 237 97 96.8 92]
20 Kansas 105 1,129,857 105 71,432 6.02 105 6 239 66 0.03 66 0.6 63] 71,094 97 6.02 97 99.7 97|
21 Kentucky 120 1,724,362 120 92,505 5.09 120
22 Louisi 64 1,848,056 64 108,534 5.55 64 0 64 64 64 108,651 64/ 5.55 64 100.0 64
23 Maine 517
24 Maryland 24 2,323,177 24 71,950 3.00 24 50 24 0.00 24 0.1 24 70,980 24/ 2.96 24 99.9 24|
25 Massachusetts 351
26 Michigan 83|
27 i 87
28 82
29 Missouri 116 2,706,402 116 59,558 2.15 116 58,330 116 2.11 116 100.0 115§
30 56
31 Nebraska 93|
32 Nevada 17| 810,068 17 21,765 2.62 17 54 12 0.01 12 0.6 12 12,968 17 1.56 17 99.6 17|
33 New | ire 242 657,049 238 31,148 4.55| 238 2
34 New Jersey 21
35 New Mexico 33 5,790 1 469 7.49 1 0 4 4 1 51 2 0.49 2 100.0 1
36 New York 58 6,702,875 58 745,391 10.01 58
37 North Carolina 100 3,420,245 100 151,175 4.23 100 0 100 100 100§ 151,175 100 4.23 100 100.0 100
38 North Dakota 53 310,696 53 5,353 1.69 53 136 48 0.04 48 2.8 48] 4,753 48 1.55] 48 97.2 48]
39 Ohio 88| 5,427,452 88 303,415 5.29 88 4,876 69 0.12 69 2.3 69 223,411 77 4.81 77 97.9 77]
40 (o) 77 1,455,330 77 18,974/ 1.29 77 326 77 0.02 77 1.2 77| 26,954 77! 1.83 7 98.8] 77
41 Oregon 36 1,780,550 36 71,121 3.84 36 2,103 36 0.11 36 2.9 36} 69,955 36 3.78 36 97.1 36
42 Pennsylvania 67"
44 |Rhode Island 39|
45  [South carolina 46|
46 South Dakota 66 391,188 66 3,742 0.95 66 106 41 0.03 41 3.8 41 2,725 43 0.85 43 96.3 42]
47 T 95
48 Texas 254 0] 254 254
49 Utah 29 913,845 29 28,200 2.99 29 1,092 22 0.13 22 4.1 22] 27,693 24 3.02 24 96.2 24
50 Vermont 246 314,273 246 48 0.02 245 5 456 246 0.15 245 6.5 244] 6,565 246 2.09 245 93.5] 244
|s1 |virginia 134
|53 i 39 2,818,651 39 66,350 2.30 39 1,379 37 0.05 37 2.3 37] 59,927 39 2.08 39 97.8 39
|s4  |West virginia 55|
|55 Wisconsin 1,910 2,869,954| 1,897 190,622 6.39| 1,880 63 176,889 1717 6.11| 1717, 100.0{ 1717]
56 Wyoming 23
60 American Samoa 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 0 1,990,372 100.00
78 Virgin Islands 1 30,211 1 1,180 4 1
Total 6,568 78,486,597|4,377 5,676,784 6.86|4,351 134 49,100|1,935 0.11(1,931 3.2| 1657 2,488,016| 3562 3.80| 3558 98.1| 3541
Maximum 1,910| 11,808,639|1,897 1,990,372 100.00( 1,880 63 17,189| 254 0.27| 254 100.0 244 491,742 1717 17.60[ 1717, 100.0] 1717
Average 119 2,242,474| 128 162,193 6.90| 127 13 1,753 69 0.08 68 7.7 61 88,857 127 3.74 127 97.6 126
inil 1 o 1 48 0.02 1 1 (1] 1 0.00 1 0.1 1 51 2 0.47 2 81.9 1
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey

Over and Undervotes 2004 Generg

U.S. Senatorial Drop-off

U.S. Senatorial Overvotes

U.S. Senatorial Undervotes

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent| Percent| Total Percent| Percent
Election| Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes US Senate Overvotes of| Undervotes US Senate Undervotes of |
Administration For For US Senate| For US Senate For OverVotes of| Total Over &| For Undervotes of| Total Over &
[Code Name Jurisdictions| US Senate| Cases (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases| Exception| US Senate| Cases Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases| US Senate| Cases Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases|
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election
None / Unknown 908 4,837,124 715 2,277,688 32.37] 710 23 3,233 73 0.06] 73 2.0 64 205,307] 638 5.20] 638 98.4]  637]
Punch card 260| 8,160,186] 173 348,741 4.30] 172 6 16,968 122 0.24] 121 5.4| 112 330,276] 152 4.08| 151 95.1]  150]
Lever 394 9,135,575 305 993,452 9.81| 305 1 0| 230 230 226 243,669 245 9.17| 245 100.0[ 243
Paper 1,734| 1,384,461| 1,106 55,016 4.29] 1,100 39 230| 288 0.06| 287 4.6| 198 36,712] 841 3.33| 840 99.4]  840)
Optical scan 2,541 33,045,332 1,589 1,125,428 3.51] 1,578 65 24,992| 902, 0.08] 901 29| 750 1,015483] 1368, 3.27| 1367 97.6| 1359
Electronic 608| 19,329,451| 461 823,495 4.12| 458 3,166| 298 0.02| 297 0.5| 289 612,472] 299 3.60| 298 99.5|  294]
Multiple Systems 123 2,594,468 28 52,964 231 28 511 22 0.02] 22 1.1 18 44,097 19 2.23 19 98.9) 18
Ch d Voting i Since
2000 General Election
[Yes 1,753 26,799,451] 1,434] 1,031,159] 3.77] 1,427] 25 16,551] 456] 0.06] _ 455] 2.0[ 437 874,765] _1168] 3.42[ 1167] 98.1] 1168
[No 4,815| 51,687,146 2,943] 4,645,625] 8.67] 2,924] 109 | 32,549 1,479] 0.08] 1,476] 2.3 1220 1,613251] 2394 4.01] 2391] 98.0] 2376
State Wide Voter Registration
System in Place|
Yes 1,335] 12,740,229] 676] 605,647 4.70] 676] 1 3,805 534] 0.03]  534] 0.8] 531 490,184]  533] 4.40]  533] 99.3[ 531
No 5,233| 65,746,368| 3,701] 5,071,137] 7.45] 3,675] 133 | 45,295 1,401] 0.08] 1,397] 2.6] 1126 1.997,832] 3029] 3.65] 3025] 97.8] 3010}
Election Day Registration|
Yes 2,823]  4,030,935[ 2,179] 330,624] 7.74] 2,162 65 | 123] 28 0.02] 28] 0.1] 28] 275,967 1745] 7.98] 1745] 100.0[ 1748
No 3,745| 74,455,662| 2,198| 5,346,160] 6.97] 2,189| 69 [ 48,977 1,907] 0.07] 1,903] 2.3[ 1629 2,212,049 1817] 355 1813] 97.8] 1796
Provisil Ballot A
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 38,842,876[ 1,004 1,491,326 3.87] 1,000 40 41,037] 945 0.11] 941 3.0[ 929 1,351,392] 947] 354 943 97.1]  933]
In Precinct Only 4,350 38,141,833] 3,037 2,048,551 5.29| 3,015 92 7,804| 914 0.03| 914 1.0] 652 1,032,793 2539 3.85| 2539 99.3] 2532]
None 1,056] 1,501,888] 336 2,136,907 58.80] 336 2 259] 76 0.03] 76 0.2 76| 103,831 76 11.95 76 99.8] 76)
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
Yes 3,781] 42,268,719[ 3,041] 1,797,994] 4.21] 3,020] 77 26,870] 997] 0.07] 993] 2.0] 984 1,567,808 2753[ 3.77] 2749] 98.3] 2744
No 2,787| 36,217,878| 1,336] 3,878,790] 10.15[ 1,331] 57| 22,230] 938| 0.08] 938] 2.6] 673 920,118]  809| 3.80]  809| 97.6] 797
Early Voting Allowed|
Yes 1,701| 37,689,513[ 1,180] 1,514,758] 4.01] 1,176] 40 [ 25,512[ 1,321] 0.06] 1,317] 2.0[ 1045] 1,310,517] 1100[ 3.54] 1096] 98.1] 1083
No 4,867| 40,797,084| 3,197| 4,162,026] 9.64| 3,175] 94 | 23,588] 614 0.10] 614] 2.5] 612 1.177.499] 2462 4.09] 2462| 98.0] 2458
Covered By Section 203,|
Language Minority Requirements
[Yes 468 23,303,504] 149] 1,089,591] 4.60[ _ 146] 2| 30,635] 382] 0.10] 379 3.5 125 835,919]  130] 373 127] 96.5] 129
[No 6,100| 55,183,093] 4,228] 4,587,193] 8.01] 4,205] 132 | 18,465] 1,553] 0.05] 1,552] 1.3[ 1532 1,652,007 3432] 3.81] 3431] 98.9] 3412
Covered By Section 5 of Voting|
Rights Act|
Yes 880 13,521,427] 361] 569,836] 4.30]  355] 21| 12,416] 601] 0.06] 600] 2.3[ 347 534,437]  347| 3.87]  346] 97.7] 347
No 5,688| 64,965,170] 4,016]  5,106,948| 7.55] 3,996] 113 | 36,684] 1,334] 0.08] 1,331] 2.2[ 1310 1.953579] 3215] 3.76] 3212 98.2] 3194]
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey

Over and Undervotes 2004 Generg

U.S. Senatorial Drop-off

U.S. Senatorial Overvotes

U.S. Senatorial Undervotes

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent| Percent| Total Percent| Percent
Election| Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes US Senate Overvotes of| Undervotes US Senate Undervotes of
Administration For For US Senate| For US Senate For OverVotes of| Total Over &| For Undervotes of| Total Over &
[Code  Name Jurisdictions| US Senate| Cases| (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases| Exception| US Senate| Cases Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| US Senate| Cases Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases|
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710 9,098,923| 711 947,669 9.73| 710 8 456| 415 0.02| 414 0.3] 413 177,313 415 9.29] 414 99.7| 413
South 1,423| 24,215,461 750 794,778 3.32| 745 47 2,500| 878 0.01| 878 0.3 615 715,616 624 3.12[ 624 99.7| 615
Midwest 2,902| 21,724,317 2,610 878,622 4.07| 2,593 77 20,464 415 0.17| 415 4.3] 405 745,825 2290 3.99] 2290 97.3] 2281
West 420| 23,417,685 305 1,064,163 4.50| 302 2 25,680 227 0.11] 224 3.0 224 849,262 233 3.81 230 97.1 232
Territories 113 30,211 1 1,991,552 98.51 1
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567| 27,244,638 373 1,502,958 5.32| 371 6 26,442 99 0.12 99 3.1 95) 971,393 342 435 342 97.4] 342
Suburban 871| 22,314,125 602 981,444 4.27| 600 15 8,505| 206 0.04| 206 1.3 191 698,885 488 3.71 488 98.8| 488
Small Towns 1,710/ 20,398,374| 1,114 855,122 4.34| 1,107 33 8,585| 578 0.05| 576 1.7) 525 549,051 808] 3.17[ 806 98.5| 804
Rural 3,307 8,499,249 2,287 345,708 4.33| 2,272 80 5,568| 1,052 0.07] 1,050 2.4 846 268,687 1924 3.68] 1922 98.1] 1907
Not Available - Territories 113 30,211 1 1,991,552 98.51 1
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
<1,000 1,761 526,044 1425 25,000 5.51| 1410 52| 66| 138 0.12| 136 4.0) 128 21,622| 1207, 4.74| 1205 99.7| 1206
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 1,092,727] 842 88,900 8.56| 840 16 220| 248 0.06] 248 1.9] 203 78,460 687 8.31| 687 99.7| 684
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 2,393,836] 618 142,597 6.23| 617 23] 1,582 378 0.11| 378 2.5 311 103,988 489 5.13| 489 98.5| 479
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 12,477,672 1006 585,754 4.89| 1002 32] 5,781| 768 0.06| 768 1.5| 664 449,018| 795 4.32| 795 98.7| 790
>=50,000 to <250,000 586| 21,055,221| 369 994,141 4.75| 365 8 7,058| 307 0.04| 305 1.2| 266 660,454| 293 3.79] 291 98.9] 291
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140( 23,242,925 89 793,020 3.38 89 1 9,370 77 0.05 77 1.6 70 618,442 75 3.05 75 98.6 75)
>=1,000,000 25| 17,664,923 19 1,055,789 5.64 19 25,023 19 0.15 19 4.3 15] 556,030 15 3.89 15 95.7 15
Not Available 144 33,249 9 1,991,583 98.50 9 2 2 1 9.09 1 100.0 1
Race and Ethnicity|
Pr i ly NH White 6,264| 73,276,603 4300 3,413,658 4.64| 4275 125 39,114 1,846 0.06| 1842 2.0 1602 2,224,855 3503 3.68| 3499 98.3| 3482
Pr i ly NH Black 85| 1,337,737 43 52,456 3.96 43 6 300 43 0.02 43 0.5 43 54,632 43 3.93 43 99.5 43
Pr i ly NH Native America 24 85,914 17 2,871 3.30 16 1 35 8 0.03 8 1.3 7| 2,671 10 3.34 10 98.7 10
Pr i ly Hi: 50 3,729,765 7 216,216 5.48 7 9,651 38 0.19 38 4.5 5 205,856 5 5.22 5 95.5 5
Not Available 145 56,578 10 1,991,583 98.50 10 2 2 1 9.09 1 100.0 1
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 806,941] 159 52,744 7.33] 159 15 432 97 0.06 97 1.5 76| 30,144 110 5.28| 110 98.6| 108|
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 3,199,718 488 135,443 4.50| 485 23] 1,663 351 0.05] 351 1.6| 263 116,798 423 3.91| 423 98.6| 418|
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 8,865,756| 889 362,817 4.39| 886 32] 3,296| 500 0.04| 500 1.4 406 273,205| 748 3.51| 748 98.8]| 739
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215/ 18,552,287 865 988,143 5.22| 860 20) 11,798 397 0.09] 395 2.5 353 517,073 707 3.85| 705 97.8| 703]
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881| 18,228,672 692 912,831 4.88| 687 17 16,194 222 0.09] 221 2.9] 207 632,092| 544 3.92| 543 97.5| 543]
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587|| 10,040,530| 442 411,510 4.00| 436 9 8,322| 125 0.08] 125 2.6] 116 334,917| 355 3.51| 355 97.6| 355
>=$50,000 1,180/ 18,759,411] 830 821,707 4.32| 826 16 7,395| 243 0.05] 242 1.4] 236 583,785 674 3.80| 673 98.8| 674
Not Available 151 33,282 12 1,991,589 98.50 12 2 2 1 9.09 1 100.0 1
High School Education
< 60% 126] 336,333 63 26,503 7.53 63 2 119 46 0.03 46 1.5 21 8,534 26 5.64 26 98.6 26
>=60% to <70% 661 7,482,643 392 374,159 5.23| 386 31 11,777| 330 0.15] 329 3.3] 258 346,201| 332 4.65| 331 96.7| 329
>=70% to <80% 1,646| 18,778,364| 1094 983,190 5.18| 1092 41 14,406 593 0.08] 593 3.1] 456 504,535 901 3.34] 901 97.2| 891
>=80% to <90% 3,111| 44,838,970( 2242 2,035,099 4.49| 2225 49 21,165 793 0.06] 790 1.7) 751 1,404,179| 1870 3.75| 1867 98.5| 1862
>=90% 873 6,993,702| 574 266,244 3.75| 573 9 1,633 173 0.03| 173 0.9] 171 224,565| 432 3.95] 432 99.3] 432
Not Available 151 56,585 12 1,991,589 98.50 12 2| 2 1 9.09 1 100.0 1
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey

Over and Undervotes 2004 Generg

U.S. Senatorial Drop-off

U.S. Senatorial Overvotes

U.S. Senatorial Undervotes

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent| Total Percent| Percent| Total Percent| Percent
Election| Ballots| Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes US Senate Overvotes of| Undervotes US Senate Undervotes of |
Administration For For US Senate| For US Senate For OverVotes of| Total Over &| For Undervotes of| Total Over &
Code  Name Jurisdictions| US Senate| Cases| (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases| Exception|| US Senate| Cases| Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| US Senate| Cases|  Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases|
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election
Yes 3,093[ 31,048,325] 2750] 1,164,573] 3.66] 2733] 92 14,964 426] 0.07] 426] 2.2] 409 938,088] 2272] 3.29] 2272] 98.4] 2256
No 3,475| 47,438,272| 1627] 4,512,211] 9.19] 1618| 42| 34,136 1,509| 0.08] 1505] 2.2 1248| 1,549,928] 1290] 4.15] 1286] 97.9] 1285
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election
< 2.5% 515" 7,307,480| 344 364,717 4.86| 341 9 2,819 113 0.05 113 1.2 105 244,305 278 4.53 278 98.9 274
.5% to < 5.0% 476 4,912,863| 320 194,109 4.25| 318 10 1,819] 111 0.05 111 1.7 105] 122,255 272, 3.02 272 98.5 269
.0% to < 7.5% 510 7,359,512] 353 334,778 4.45| 352 6 3,369 112 0.06 112 1.6 108| 240,503 296 4.08 296 98.6 295
.5% to < 10.0 % 429 4,412,861 299 185,948 4.22| 298 11 1,158 101 0.03 100 1.0 97] 168,153 248 4.00 247 99.3 246
>=10.0 % 4,492| 54,455,145 3,044 2,605,387 4.75[ 3,025 97 39,935] 1,496 0.08] 1,493 2.5 1240 1712.661] 2461 3.70] 2458 97.7| 2450
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election
Bush > 55% 3,115| 30,588,738 2,176 1,215,700 4.03] 2,163 73 14,789 1,122 0.05] 1,121 1.8 885 911,679 1733] 3.35] 1732 98.4| 1723
Bush 50% to 55% 982_" 11,240,315| 707 518,758 4.57| 703 17 4,187| 233 0.04| 233 1.4 216 378,339 571 4.00 571 98.9 564
Bush < 50% 136 1,114,145 83 112,274 9.20 83 1 103 30 0.01 30 0.1 29 89,151 69 9.37 69 99.9 68|
Kerry < 50% 150" 2,476,702 99 136,073 5.26 99 2 1,212 37 0.07 37 2.3 36} 52,932 84 3.75 84 98.4 83|
Kerry 50% to 55% 872_" 11,167,231| 577 445,792 4.07| 571 18 4,707| 204 0.06/ 203 1.7 198] 299,122 488 3.42 487 98.5 487
Kerry > 55% 1,161 21,860,730 718 1,256,342 5.55| 715 22 24,102| 307 0.14| 305 3.4 291 756,654 610; 4.20 608 96.9 609
Tied 25| 5,669 11 290 5.38 11 0 2 2 2| 139 7 6.36 7 100.0 7|
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05

Page 8 of 12



Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Over and Undervotes 2004 Generd U.S. Congressional Drop-off U.S. Congressional Overvotes U.S. Congressional Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Ballots Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes Congress Overvotes of| Undervotes| Congress Undervotes of
Administration| For For Congt For Congt For OverVotes of | Total Over & For]| Undervotes of | Total Over &
Code  Name Jurisdicti Cong Cases (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases i C Cases| Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| Congress| Cases Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases|
01 A 67 1,638,054 62! 74,955 6.72] 57 22 39 4 0.08] 4 1.4 4 82,928 58 5.49 58 100.0 58|
02 Alaska 1 299,996 1 14,506 4.61 1 268 1 0.09; 1 100.0 1
04 Arizona 15| 1,869,664 15, 168,413 8.26] 15, 2,883 14 0.14/ 14/ 1.8 14| 160,760, 15 7.89) 15, 98.2 15|
05 Ar 75 791,667 46! 15,282 2.13] 46! 9 481 29 0.08] 29! 3.0 29| 20,650 41 2.80] 41 97.9 41
06 California 58| 10,265,624 55 2,155,645 17.86 52 2 11,716 50 0.10] 47! 1.4 50 824,053 54 6.66] 51 98.6 54
08 Colorado 64 2,040,001 64/ 108,035 5.03] 64/ 79 10 0.02] 10; 24 10| 4,364 13 3.97 13] 98.8 13|
09 Connecticut 169 1,428,604 169 166,409 10.43 169 166,117, 169 10.41 169 100.0, 169
10 D e 3 356,053 3, 21,354 5.66] 3, 21,354 3 5.66] 3, 100.0, 3
11 District of Ci i 1 221,213 1 8,892 3.86 1 51 1 0.02] 1 0.6! 1 8,347, 1 3.63] 1 99.4 1
12 Florida 67 5,627,494 65! 1,887,267 25.11 65! 594 42 0.01 42 0.1 42| 507,013 64 6.88] 64! 99.9 64
13 Georgia 159 2,256,560 159 1,060,776 31.98; 159 230,708, 159 6.95) 159 100.0, 159
15 Hawaii 5| 428,342 4 2,861 0.66 4 102 4 0.02] 4 0.7 4 14,835 4 3.44/ 4 99.3 4
16 Idaho 44 572,426 44/ 40,360 6.59 44/ 843 25 0.15] 25 5.3 25| 16,292 19 4.40 19, 96.5 19|
17 Illinois 110
18 Indiana 92| 1,866,709 84/ 423,172 18.48 84/
19 Iowa 99 1,431,874 96! 68,052 4.56 96! 1 719 68 0.06! 68 1.6 68 54,740 920 3.77 90! 98.7 90
20 Kansas 105 1,156,790 105 44,224 3.72] 105 5 173 35 0.03] 35! 0.9 35| 43,767, 98 3.70] 98! 99.6 98|
21 Kentucky 120 1,635,045 120 181,822 10.01 120
22 Louisi 64 1,035,862 48 300,018 22.46; 48 146,647, 52 8.65] 52 100.0, 52
23 Maine 517 710,512 517 44,265 5.86 517
24 Maryland 24 2,228,796 24/ 166,331 6.94/ 24/ 31 9 0.00; 9 0.0! 9 133,415 24 5.57] 24/ 100.0 24
25 Massachusetts 351 2,472,146 350 454,838 15.54 350 315,507 349 10.78 349 100.0, 349
26 Michigan 83 4,628,840 83! 247,397 5.07] 83! 124,646 76 3.71 76! 100.0, 76|
27 i 87 2,721,681 87 121,231 4.26 87 121,231 87 4.26 87 100.0, 87|
28 ississippi 82 1,116,203 82! 47,257 4.06 82|
29 Missouri 116 1,749,317 110; 187,953 9.70] 110;
30 56 442,929 56 13,167 2.89 56 93 21 0.03] 21 1.3 21 9,503, 39 2.60] 39! 99.3 39
31 Nebraska 93] 764,972 93! 27,938 3.52] 93! 2,785 71 0.37] 71 14.7 71 16,631 84 2.13] 84/ 85.7 84
32 Nevada 17| 791,430 17, 40,403 4.86 17, 26 3 0.00; 3, 0.1 3| 32,569 12 5.09; 12, 99.9 12]
33 New | ire 242 652,664 240 35,000 5.13] 240 3
34 New Jersey 21 3,284,595 21 355,017 9.75] 21 1,564 7 0.10] 7 1.0 7| 353,453 21 9.71 21 99.6 21
35 New Mexico 33 316,192 21 14,600 4.47 21 1 6,537 7 5.05] 7 100.0, 7]
36 New York 58 2,819,282 55 902,794 24.26; 55
37 North Carolina 100 3,409,472 100 161,948 4.53 100 161,948 100 4.53 100 100.0, 100§
38 North Dakota 53 310,814 53 5,235 1.66 53 97 33 0.04/ 33! 2.2 33| 4,629 48 1.51 48 97.9 48|
39 Ohio 88|
40 (o) 77 1,418,515 77! 55,789 3.78] 77! 256 45 0.02] 45! 0.3 45| 99,218, 77 6.73] 77! 99.7 77]
41 Oregon 36 1,772,306 36! 79,365 4.29 36! 1,368, 32 0.08] 32| 1.7 32| 78,134 36 4.22 36! 98.3 36
42 Pennsylvania 67"
44 Rhode Island 39" 402,165, 39! 38,578 8.75] 39! 328 35 0.08] 35! 1.7 35| 20,141 39 4.57 39! 98.4 39
45  [South carolina 46|
46 South Dakota 66 389,468 66! 5,462 1.38 66! 129 32 0.05] 32| 30.8] 32| 1,151 8 1.51 8 98.2 8|
47 T 95 349 17 0.18] 17, 1.9 17| 241,189 95 9.81 95! 99.9 95
48 Texas 254| 6,836,206 254 673,689 8.98) 254 1 1,864 79 0.04/ 79! 0.6! 79| 386,340 137 6.38] 137, 99.6 137]
49 Utah 29 908,531 29! 33,514 3.56] 29! 1,122 19 0.13] 19, 3.9 19| 30,198, 24 3.30] 24/ 96.4 24
50 Vermont 246 225,106 231 89,209 28.51 230 2 264 111 0.21 111 7.5 111 6,018, 228 2.68] 227 95.8 228]
|51 Virginia 134 2,548,424 133 664,081 20.67; 133 146 22 0.01 22 0.2 22| 219,003 134 6.79] 134/ 99.9 134
|53 i 39 2,729,995 39! 155,006 5.37] 39! 23,458 28 0.84/ 28 14.1 28 146,219 38 5.08] 38 86.2 38|
|54 West Virginia 55 721,665 55 47,980 6.23) 55 174 16 0.09; 16, 1.8 16| 44,387 38 8.31 38 99.7 38|
|55 Wisconsin 1,910 2,815,739 1896 220,172 7.33| 1879 17] 213,754| 1818 7.29| 1816 100.0{ 1,818
56 Wyoming 23 238,677 23! 7,112 2.89 23! 129 15 0.10; 15, 3.6! 15| 3,969 17 278 17, 96.9 17]
60 American Samoa 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110 1,959,553 110; 30,819 1.55 110; 4,042 110 0.20! 110; 44.9 110 4,960 110 0.25] 110; 56.1 110}
78 Virgin Islands 1 30,211 1 1,180 4 1
Total 6,568| 86,338,384| 6039 11,669,373 12.04| 6013 63] 56,173 988 0.12 985, 21 988 5,077,325 4486 6.27| 4480 98.9| 4,486
Maximum 1,910| 10,265,624 1896 2,155,645 31.98| 1879 22 23,458 111 0.84 111 100.0 111 824,053| 1818 10.78| 1816 100.0| 1,818]
Average 119 1,798,716 125 243111 8.49 125 6] 1,812] 31 0.11 31 8.1 31 126,933 112 5.22 112 97.3 112
inil 1 30,211 1 1,180 0.66 1 1 26 1 0.00 1 0.0 1 1,151 1 0.25 1 55.1 1
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Over and Undervotes 2004 Generd U.S. Congressional Drop-off U.S. Congressional Overvotes U.S. Congressional Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Ballots Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes Congress Overvotes of| Undervotes| Congress Undervotes of
Administration For For Cong For Cong For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of| Total Over &|
Code Name isdicti C Cases| (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases| [ Cases| Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| Congress| Cases| Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases|
Election Administration President, U.S. Senate, and U.S. House of Rep Drop-Off where Drop-Off = 0.
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election
None / Unknown 908| 5193,674] 798 312,613 5.70]  793] 6| 4,108] 114 0.11] 114 2.2]  114] 258,345] 732 4.95] 731 98.4] 732
Punch card 260| 5618247 177 252,471 438 176 2) 8472 91 0.22) 90 47 91 227,994] 123 501 122 96.5| 123
Lever 394| 6,439,348 349 1,334,160 1747|349 425 4 0.05, 4 0.5 4 407,721] 286 10.58] 286 99.9| 286
Paper 1,734 1,464,574 1724 131,496 8.91 1718 16 522| 120 0.35| 120 13.5] 120 71,554 999 9.77] 998 99.3| 999
Optical scan 2,541 40,376,414 2378 5,227,053] 11.93] 2367 39) 37,208| 597 0.15| 596! 26| 597 2,296,236 1862 5.88| 1860 98.4| 1,862
Electronic 608| 19,563,903 501 3,402,886 14.89] 498 4,903 39 0.05, 38 0.7, 39 1542632 381 7.10] 380 99.7| 381
Multiple Systems 123| 7.682224] 112 1,008,694 1168 112 445 23 0.02] 23 0.4, 23] 272,843 103 471] 103 99.8]  103]
Ch d Voting Since
2000 General Election
[Yes 1,753] 26,546,492] 1629] 5,195,067 16.52]  1622] gl 10,946]  127] 0.06]  126] 0.8] 127 2,001,994] 1253] 6.91] 1250] 99.5] 1,253
[No 4,815| 59,791,892 4410] 6,474,306 10.06]  4391] 55]] 45227 861| 0.16]  859] 33] 861 3,075331] 3233 592 3230] 98.6] 3,233
State Wide Voter Registration
System in Place|
Yes 1,335| 22,199,846] 1259] 2,872,348[ 11.54] 1259] 1| 3,863 113] 0.08]  113[ 1.4] 113 1,461,445 1045] 6.95] 1045] 99.8] 1,045}
No 5,233| 64,138,538 4780| 8,797,025( 12.41]  4754] 62| 52,310]  875] 0.13] 872] 2.2[ 875 3615880 3441] 6.04] 3435] 98.6] 3,441
Election Day Registration
Yes 2,823 7,711,699 2807[ 468,140[ 5.75] 2790[ 20| 972]  40] 0.14]  40] 5.0 a0 355,246 1941] 5.65] 1939[ 99.8] 1,941
No 3,745| 78,626,685 3232| 11,201,233] 12.78] 3223 43| 55,201 948| 0.12] 945] 21| 948 4722,079] 2545 6.33] 2541] 98.9] 2,545|
Provisil Ballot A
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162] 30,907,990 910 4,582,580) 13.24] 906 14 41,998] 338 0.18] 335 3.0] 338 1,991,146] 833 6.02[ 829 98.0] 833
In Precinct Only 4,350| 48,472,533 4077, 6,808,703| 12.62| 4055 46 9,193 482 0.04| 482 0.7| 482 2,939,067| 3389 6.94| 3387, 99.7| 3,389
None 1,056] 6,957,861] 1052 278,090 3.85] 1052] 3] 4982 168 0.18]  168] 17.0] 168 147,112 264 2.67] 264 96.9] 264
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
Yes 3,781] 40,200,425] 3715] 5,663,201] 12.63] 3694 28| 45,736]  627] 0.14]  624] 25 627]  2,504,815] 2909] 6.04] 2903[ 98.2] 2,909
No 2,787| 46,137,959 2324 6,006,172/ 11.79] 2319] 35]] 10,437]  361] 0.07] 361] 13 361 25725100 1577] 6.52] 1577] 99.6] 1,577
Early Voting Allowed|
Yes 1,701 41,451,444] 1541] 6,674,553( 14.19]  1537] 21 21,110[ _ 618] 0.06] _ 615] 1.1] 618 2,873,489 1355] 6.35] 1351] 99.3[ 1,355
No 4,867| 44,886,940 4498| 4,994,820( 10.25] 4476] 42 35,063 370| 0.26]  370[ 55 370 2,203,836] 3131] 6.18] 3129( 98.4] 3,131
Covered By Section 203,|
Language Minority Requirements
[Yes 468| 25887,743[  447] 4,966,872 16.41]  444] 4 28,763 184] 011 181] 16] 184  1,982362] 279 7.02]  276] 98.6] 279
[No 6,100| 60,450,641 5592 6,702,501 10.23[ 5569] 59| 27,410 804 0.13]  804] 32| 804 3,004,963 4207] 588 4204 99.1] 4,207]
Covered By Section 5 of Voting|
Rights Act|
Yes 880| 21,772674] 812] 3,473,066 14.41]  806[ 23 9,893[  130] 0.08] 129] 1.0 130 1,676,757]  601] 7.37] _ 600] 99.4] 601
No 5,688 64,565,710 5227 8,196,307 11.44]  5207] 40| 46,280 858| 0.14]  856] 2.8| 858 3,400,568 3885 5.84] 3880] 98.7| 3,885]
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Over and Undervotes 2004 Generd U.S. Congressional Drop-off U.S. Congressional Overvotes U.S. Congressional Undervotes
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Ballots Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes Congress| Overvotes of| Undervotes Congress| Undervotes of|
inistration For For Cong For Cong For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of| Total Over &|
Code  Name Jurisdicti Cong Cases (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases i C Cases| Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases| Congress| Cases Total Ballots| Cases Undervotes| Cases|
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710| 11,995,074 1622 2,086,110 15.04| 1621 5 2,156 153 0.10; 153 1.2 153 861,236 806 9.76] 805 99.8 806
South 1,423| 31,841,229 1229 5,367,441 14.95] 1224 32 3,985 264 0.02] 264 0.4/ 264 2,303,147, 983 6.59] 983 99.8 983]
Midwest 2,902| 17,836,204| 2673 1,350,836 7.06| 2656 23] 3,903, 239 0.12] 239 4.5 239 580,549| 2309 4.49| 2307 99.4 2,309
West 420| 22,676,113 404 2,832,987 11.40 401 3 42,087 222 0.19] 219 3.1 222 1,327,433 278 5.97 275 97.0 278
Territories 113 1,989,764 111 31,999 1.58 111 4,042 110 0.20] 110; 44.9 110 4,960 110 0.25] 110; 56.1 110]
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567] 26,198,612 534 5,123,823 16.38 532 1 13,243 54 0.08] 54/ 1.1 54| 2,061,934 502 7.43) 501 99.4 502
Suburban 871 23,915,863 809 4,118,453 14.91 807 6) 29,256 79 0.21 79! 3.9 79| 1,337,963 676 5.74 676 97.9 676
Small Towns 1,710| 22,603,090, 1461 1,682,163 7.26| 1454 17] 4,935 224 0.05] 222 1.0 224 1,140,517 992 6.04/ 989 99.6 992
Rural 3,307| 11,631,055 3124 712,935 6.11] 3109; 39 4,697 521 0.09; 520 24 521 531,951] 2206 5.90| 2204 99.3[ 2,206
Not Available - Territories 113 1,989,764 111 31,999 1.58 111 4,042 110 0.20] 110; 44.9 110 4,960 110 0.25] 110; 56.1 110]
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)
< 1,000 1,761" 577,365| 1751 64,320, 11.12| 1736 14 89 55 0.32 54 9.8 55| 55,714 1336 11.21] 1332 99.8| 1,336
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165" 1,502,245 1160 134,114 8.87| 1158 10| 337 100 0.23 100 8.3 100 97,252| 787 8.96| 787 99.7| 787
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043" 3,742,764| 982 316,967 8.16] 981 8 1,057 170 0.15 170 4.0 170 215,200 682 7.54| 682 99.5| 682
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704" 16,947,060 1431 1,345,305 7.65| 1427 22| 3,759 313 0.09] 313 2.0] 313| 1,014,636 1094 7.14| 1094 99.7| 1,094
>=50,000 to <250,000 586| 24,517,131 456 2,077,370 8.04| 452 7 8,547 166 0.08 164 1.7 166| 1,167,116] 366 5.52| 364 99.3| 366
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140|(23,788,846] 109 5,043,763 17.74| 109 1] 16,056 59 0.10 59 1.8 59| 1,509,407 93 6.08] 93 99.0 93]
>=1,000,000 25|13,270,041 18 2,655,478 16.67. 18 22,286 15 0.16] 15 2.2 15 1,013,037 16 7.06] 16 97.8 16|
Not Available 144| 1,992,932| 132 32,056 1.58 132 1] 4,042 110 0.20 110 44.9 110] 4,963 112 0.25 112 55.1 112]
Race and Ethnicity|
Pr i y NH White 6,264][78,272,192] 5767] 10,597,752] 12.21] 5742 58 46,697] 846 0.12] 843 2.1] 846 4,514,361] 4281 6.26] 4275 99.0] 4,281
Pr i y NH Black 85| 1,377,203 69 374,394 22.78] 69 4 106 8 0.02 8 0.2 g 105,302 50 6.15| 50 99.9] 50
Pr i y NH Native America 24| 122,765 24 5,912 4.65] 23 36 6 0.08 6 3.8 6 4593 13 4.44] 13 99.5] 13|
Pr i y Hi i 50| 4,549,963 46 659,259 12.66] 46 5,292 18 0.12] 18 1.3 18 448,106] 30 8.95] 30 98.8] 30
Not Available 145| 2,016,261 133 32,056 1.58 133 1] 4,042 110 0.20 110 44.9 110“ 4,963 112 0.25 112] 55.1 112]
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 1,191,846 274 148,881 12.40| 274 6| 229 34 0.12 34 3.8 34 47,651 121 8.38 121 99.7 121
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 4,234,332 798 306,675 7.39] 795 13| 989 135 0.08 135 1.8 135] 253,759| 500 7.09 500 99.6/ 500
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372|(11,170,815| 1228 773,203 6.90 1225] 18 3,465 251 0.07) 251 1.3] 251 608,409] 895 6.31] 895 99.5| 895
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215((15,829,284| 1101 1,768,738 10.27| 1096 9| 3,514 201 0.05| 200 1.1 201 880,540| 811 6.15| 809 99.6] 811
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881(19,709,032| 805 2,574,659 11.75| 800 6| 9,105 109 0.07 108 1.0 109| 1,290,285 617 7.44| 615 99.3| 617
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587| 9,594,222 555 2,770,377 22.58| 549 5 16,720 63 0.22 63 4.3 63| 594,306| 446 5.37| 446 97.3| 446
>=$50,000 1,180|(22,615,873| 1142 3,294,782 12.77| 1138 5 18,109 85 0.16] 84 2.8 85| 1,397,411| 983 6.23| 981 98.7| 983
Not Available 151| 1,992,980, 136 32,058 1.58 136 1] 4,042 110 0.20 110 44.9 110] 4,964 113 0.25 113 55.1 113
High School Education
< 60% 126] 778,033[ 114 101,312 12.07] 114 286] 19 0.12] 19 3.7 19 36,358] 59 7.27] 59 99.3] 59
>=60% to <70% 661" 8,292,294| 563 993,803 11.65| 557 22| 6,321 81 0.11 80 1.2 81 769,217 415 8.93| 414 99.2| 415
>=70% to <80% 1,646|(20,677,376| 1469 2,034,154 9.24| 1467, 15| 6,115 225 0.07] 225 1.1 225 1,271,516] 1055 6.97| 1055 99.6| 1,055
>=80% to <90% 3,111)144,262,963| 2901 7,515,605 14.70| 2884 24 27,283| 485 0.11] 483 2.0| 485| 2,480,710 2198 5.87| 2193 98.9| 2,198
>=90% 873|/10,311,435| 856 992,441 8.82| 855 1] 12,126 68 0.26] 68 5.8 68| 514,560| 646 5.50| 646 97.7| 646
Not Available 151| 2,016,283 136 32,058 1.58 136 1] 4,042 110 0.20 110 44.9 110“ 4,964 113 0.25 113 55.1 113
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Overvotes and Undervotes

EAC Election Day Survey

Over and Undervotes 2004 Generg

U.S. Congressional Drop-off

U.S. Congressional Overvotes

Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter

U.S. Congressional Undervotes

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:05:59 Total Number Percent Total Percent Percent Total Percent Percent|
Election| Ballots Not Voting Not Voting Overvotes Congress Overvotes of| Undervotes| Congress Undervotes of
Administration For For Cong For Cong For OverVotes of| Total Over & For Undervotes of| Total Over &|
Code  Name isdicti Ci Cases| (Drop-off) (Drop-off)| Cases| C Cases| Total Ballots| Cases|  Undervotes| Cases| Congress| Cases|  Total Ballots| Cases| Undervotes| Cases|
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election
Yes 3,093|/30,660,529] 2870[  3,396,156] 10.02[ 2853] 31| 29,782 242] 0.19] 242 3.2[ 242|[ 1,515,004] 2335] 5.64] 2333] 98.1] 2,335
No 3,47555,677,855] 3169]  8,273,217| 13.37| 3160] 32| 26,391] 746| 0.09] 743] 1.5] 746| 3,562,321] 2151] 6.59] 2147| 99.3[ 2,151
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election
< 2.5% 515" 7,345,052 478 1,257,012 14.73 475 9,192 33 0.37] 33! 5.9 33 312,594 337 5.60] 337 97.2 337]
.5% to < 5.0% 476 5,877,115 435 429,030, 6.89 433 1 2,530 38 0.10] 38 1.9 38 279,928 324 5.59] 324 99.1 324
.0% to < 7.5% 510 5,979,485 483 2,145,845 26.58 482 3 1,348 53 0.03] 53! 0.6! 53| 403,891 356 6.09] 356 99.7 356
.5% to < 10.0 % 429 4,322,549 398 273,060 6.03] 397 6) 492 46 0.02] 45! 0.4/ 46| 269,056 302 6.66] 301 99.8 302]
>=10.0 % 4,492| 60,816,606 4117 7,531,991 11.35] 4098 52 38,568 707 0.12] 705 1.9 707| 3,806,646] 3050 6.60] 3045 99.0{ 3,050
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election
Bush > 55% 3,115| 36,235,076] 2814 3,469,067 9.10[ 2801 42 14,453 523 0.08 522 1.5 523 2,015,411 2035 6.05[ 2032 99.3| 2,035
Bush 50% to 55% 982_" 12,785,725 898 2,067,621 14.03 894/ 4 1,510 91 0.03 91 0.4 91 676,219] 647 6.28 647 99.8 647
Bush < 50% 136 1,008,995 128 207,051 17.11 128 65 9 0.01 9 0.2 9 62,160 72 7.90 72 99.9 72]
Kerry < 50% 150" 2,418,039 146 282,559 10.55 146 1,042 12 0.08 12 1.6, 12) 108,647 104 5.20 104 99.3 104
Kerry 50% to 55% 872_" 10,476,132] 817, 1,887,529 15.45 811 6| 11,559 91 0.21 90 3.9 91 610,951 631 6.04 630 98.1 631
Kerry > 55% 1,161| 21,413,183 1102 3,722,885 15.01] 1099 10 23,501 151 0.18 150 2.5 151 1,598,727 880 7.30 878 98.6 880
Tied 25| 9,178 17 662, 7.14 17 1 1 0.17 1 5.6 1 250 7 11.45 7 99.6 7|
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Chapter 9
Voting Equipment Usage

Table 9 presents data from the Election Day Survey on the type of voting equipment used by
election jurisdictions during the November 2, 2004, election. The survey asked for alisting of the
type and manufacturer of voting systemsin use; the number of units for each system; software
versions, if applicable; and whether the voting systems previously had been used in a federal
election.

Applicability and Coverage

State responses to the five parts of question 13 on voting equipment usage were mixed. Some states
responded to each part, while others provided a single response that had to be split apart and
reclassified. Some states provided important information that was not requested—e.g, name of
voting equipment hardware or ballot tabulation method (e.g., precinct or central-count). Nine states
did not respond to question 13 at all.

All information that states provided on voting equipment, including information not requested by the
survey, was standardized following aformat established by National Association of State Election
Directors (NASED) for qualifying voting systems.* Therefore, the tabulated version of question 13

has nine parts:
1) Company 6) Voting equipment type
2) Voting system 7) Ballot tabulation method
3) Software 8) Previous use at afederal election
4) Voting equipment hardware 9) Number of units

5) Voting equipment hardware version

Only data on voting equipment type is generally complete. For states that did not respond to question
13, information on equipment type was obtained from media reports or voting equipment summaries
published by the National Association of Secretaries of State on the Web. In other instances, voting
equipment type was determined from other information on the survey for voting equipment
hardware. About 30 states identified voting equipment manufacturers, and about 20 states provided
information on the number of units and previous use at afederal election.

The survey results on the different types of voting equipment used by local election jurisdictions are
presented in chapter 9. Also included in this chapter isinformation on voting equipment hardware
and manufacturers. The results on the number of units and ballot tabulation methods are in chapter
10. The results on voting equipment malfunctions are in chapter 11.

There are five generic types of voting equipment: (1) punch card, (2) optical scan, (3) electronic, (4)
lever machine, and (5) paper ballot. A sixth category, “mixed,” isfor jurisdictions using more than

! Under the Help America Vote Act of 2002, the U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) is responsible for the cer-
tification of voting systems. That function was previously carried out by NASED.
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one type of voting equipment. The punch card category includes DataV ote and Votomatic systems.?
Electronic refersto direct recording electronic (DRE) devices utilizing touch screens, push buttons,
or select wheels for voters to indicate their preferences.

The following is a comprehensive listing of voting equipment hardware that local election jurisdic-
tions reported were used at the November 2, 2004, general election. Thelisting is by company. In
some instances, survey respondents reported the names of voting equipment distributors instead of
manufacturers. Some of the companies—Automatic Voting Machine Corp. (AVM), for example—
are no longer in business. Because of licensing or other agreements, some voting equipment
hardware—Optech Eagle, for example—was manufactured or sold by two or more companies.

Table 9a. Voting Equipment for the November 2004 General Election

Company \ Hardware \ Type
Airmac Technology Systems, Inc. MR 210 Optical scan
Automatic Voting Machine Corp. (AVM) AVM Lever
Predecessor of Sequoia Voting Systems AVM-NP Lever
AVM-NS Lever
AVM-POM 40 Lever
AVM-POM 50 Lever
AVM-Printomatic Lever
AVM-RS Lever
Advanced Voting Solutions (AVS) AVM-NS Lever
Formerly, Shoup Voting Solutions, Inc. Pre- AVM-RS Lever
decessor companies include R.F. Shoup Corp. WINscan Optical scan
WINvote Electronic
Computing Devices Canada Elex Voting System Electronic
Danaher Controls ELECTronic 1242 Electronic
Division of Danaher Corp. Shouptronic 1242 Electronic
DFM Associates Mark-A-Vote Optical scan
Diebold Election Systems AccuTouch Electronic
Predecessor companies include Global Election AccuTouch (Global) Electronic
Systems Inc. and Data Information Management AccuVote ES-2000 Optical scan
Systems (DIMS) AccuVote ES-2000 (Global) Optical scan
AccuVote-OS Optical scan
AccuVote-OS (Global) Optical scan
AccuvVote-TS Electronic
AccuVote-TSR6 Electronic
Global NCS 5 Optical scan

Table 9a. Voting Equipment 2004 (cont.)

2 A Votomatic ballot is prescored and printed only with numbered voting positions. A Votomatic ballot is inserted into a frame to
which an attached booklet identifies candidates or answers to ballot questions for each voting position. A stylusis used to punch out
prescored chads at voting positions. A Datavote ballot card is printed with a candidate name or answer to a ballot question at each
voting position. A Datavote ballot card is inserted into a frame with a movable punching device. Voters align the punching device
with a candidate name or answer to a ballot question, and then press the device to punch out a hole in the card at the appropriate vot-
ing position. Because candidate names are printed on the actual Datavote card, ausual election involves multiple cards that a voter
must cast to complete their ballot.
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Company Hardware Type

Data Information M anagement Systems DataVote Punch Card

Predecessor of Diebold Inc.

ES& S (Election Systems & Software€) BRC P-111 Punch card

Predecessor companies include American Cardamation (CES) Punch card

Information Systems, Inc. (AlS), Business CES Votomatic Punch card

Records Corp. (BRC), and Computer Election Dell Ultra Scan Punch card

Systems (CES) DOC 600 Punch card
ETP-1V (BRC) (unknown)
iVotronic Electronic
Model 100 Optical scan
Model 115 Optical scan
Model 115 (AlS) Optical scan
Model 150 Optical scan
Model 150 (AlS) Optical scan
Model 315 Optical scan
Model 315 (AlS) Optical scan
Model 550 Optical scan
Model 550 (AlS) Optical scan
Model 650 Optical scan
Optech Optical scan
Optech 1 (CES) Optical scan
Optech Eagle Optical scan
Optech 11 Optical scan
Optech Il (BRC) Optical scan
Optech 111 Optical scan
Optech 111 (BRC) Optical scan
Optech l11-P Optical Scan
Optech 111-P (BRC) Optical scan
Optech 111-P Eagle Optical scan
Optech IV-C Optical scan
Optech 1V-C (BRC) Optical scan
Optech IV-C 200 Optical scan
Optech 1V-C 200 (BRC) Optical scan
Optech IV-C 400 Optical scan
Optech 1V-C 400 (BRC) Optical scan
PBC 2100 Punch card
PBC5 Punch card
PBC 6 Punch card
PBC I1I-D Punch card
PBC I11-D (BRC) Punch card
PC-BT Punch card
Pollstar Votronic Punch card
V-200 Electronic
Votomatic Punch card
Votomatic (CES) Punch card

Table 9a. Voting Equipment 2004 (cont.)
Company Hardware Type
ES& S (cont.) Votomatic 11 Punch card
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Votronic Electronic
Votronic | Electronic
Votronic Electronic
Fidlar AccuVote ES-2000 Optical scan
Predecessor companies include Fidlar Double- AccuVote-OS Optical scan
Day Inc., Fidlar & Chambers Co. and Govern- DIS Punch card
mental Business Systems Inc. (GBS) EV 2000 Electronic
Governmental Data Systems (GDS) ATSMR 200 Optical scan
Hart InterCivic Inc. Ballot Now Optical scan
eSate Electronic
International Election Systems (IES) Shoup Model 2.5 Lever
Shoup Maodel 3.2 Lever
MicroVote General Corp. Infinity Electronic
MEMS (unknown)
MV-464 Electronic
Peripheral DynamicsInc. (PDI) PDI 6111 HT Punch card
R.F. Shoup Corp. Shoup Lever
Predecessor of Shoup Voting Solutions/AVS Shouptronic 1242 Electronic
Sequoia Voting Systems AVC Advantage Electronic
Predecessor companies include Sequoia AVC Edge Electronic
Pacific Voting Systems, Inc. and Automatic AVM Lever
Voting Machine Corp. DataVote Punch Card
Optech Eagle Optical scan
Optech l11-P Optical scan
Optech 111-P Eagle Optical scan
Optech Insight Optical scan
Optech IV-C Optical scan
AVM Printomatic-30 Lever
Triad Governmental SystemsInc. ELECtab Punch Card
Unilect Corp. Patriot Electronic
Votec Corp. Votomatic I11-A Punch card
Votomatic I11-P Punch card
Voting Technologies International (VTI) VoT Ware Electronic
Webb Systems BCCS 228 Punch card
BCCS 312 Punch card
(company unknown) Benton BC-1000 Punch card
Documation Punch card
Documentation M-1000 Punch card
Documentation M-200 Punch card
Documentation M-600L Punch card
ETNet Punch card

Only about half of the survey respondents provided the names of the manufacturers of voting
systems used at the November 2004 election. The following table identifies the manufacturers and,
in some instances, the distributors, of voting systems used by local election jurisdictions in 2004 and
is sorted by the number of jurisdictions covered.
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Table 9b.
Voting Equipment Manufacturers, November 2004 General Election

September 27, 2005

Voting Equipment Manufacturer

Jurisdictions

ES& S (Election Systems & Software) 1,638
Diebold Election Systems 1,444
Danaher Controls 236
Sequoia Voting Systems (including AVM) 201
Fidlar 180
Microvote General Corp. 169
Advanced Voting Solutions (incl. R.F.Shoup) 44
IES (International Election Systems) 33
Hart InterCivic Inc. 25
Unilect Corp. 25
Webb Systems 9
DFM Associates 8
Triad Governmental Systems Inc. (Triad GSl) 7
Votec Corp. 3
AirMac Technologies Inc. 1
Computing Devices Canada (CDC) 1
Governmental Data Systems (GDS) 1
Peripheral Dynamics Inc. (PDI) 1
Voting Technologies International (VTI) 1
(Manufacturer not indicated) 3,970

Historical Context
Prior to 1980, no one kept track of what kind of voting equipment was used in al jurisdictionsin the
United States. While state |laws may provide some parameters for the type of voting equipment that
isallowed in a state, the final decision has traditionally been left to local election administrators. In
1979, the Federal Election Commission’s Office of Election Administration (the predecessor to the
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Figure 9.2 Voting Equipment 1980-2004, Percent of Registered Voters
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For much of this country’s history, voters have used paper ballots. Asthe country grew and became
more urbanized, the task of counting paper ballots took longer. With the Industrial Revolution, a
mechanical way was found to produce instantaneous el ection results—the lever machine.
Mechanical lever machines were invented in the 1890s, and their use in elections grew rapidly over
the next 70 years. Lever machines combined the casting, recording, and counting of votesin one
apparatus. And it isinteresting to note in light of the current controversy over electronic voting that
for all those 70 years, voters were not receiving, nor were election officials counting, physica
ballots.

Precincts then tended to be smaller in size because the high cost of lever machines prevented
election officials from placing large numbers of these devicesin each precinct. By the middle of the
20th century, the main source of polling place judges—housewives—had begun moving into the
workforce. Asaresult of thislossin manpower (or womanpower), election officials looked to
cutting the overall number of precincts and increasing the size of the remaining polling places.
Punch card voting systems, first used in 1964, were a popular solution to this problem. Suburban and
urban communities around the nation soon found that the cost of 10 punch card devices was similar
to just two lever machines, allowing election officialsto create larger precincts. While bigger
counties began to adopt punch cards, smaller counties needed a solution that would allow them to
continue to use paper ballots, but tally election results more quickly. Thisled to the development of
optical scan devicesfor voting in the 1970s and 1980s.

With the advent of computers and the need to replace aging mechanical lever machines, the 1970s
also saw the introduction of electronic voting systems. Early electronic voting devices looked much
like lever machines, with push buttons replacing levers on alarge panel. Newer DRES, resembling
ATMs (automatic teller machines), had touch-screen panels and keypads for entering write-in votes.
Voter preferences went directly into electronic storage, usually without a paper record of the voter’s
intent.

Survey Results

Table 9 presents data on voting equipment usage from question 13 on the Election Day Survey. In
the table, both the number of registered voters and the count of jurisdictions, using each of six
different types of voting equipment (including multiple systems), is calculated. Because the EAC
dataset isincomplete, a seventh category of “Unknown” is also shown. Because the information is so
wide, the table spans multiple pages. The column headingsin Table 9 are as follows:
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Col.

10

11

12

13

14

September 27, 2005

Table 9 Column Headings. Voting Equipment Usage

Heading
Code

Name

Jurisdiction

2004 Total
Registration

Number of Juris. Using
Punch card Equipment

% of Juris. Using
Punch card Equipment

Regis. in Juris. Using
Punch card Equipment

Cases

% of Regis. Using
Punch card Equipment

Number of Juris. Using
Optical Scan Voting
Equipment

% of Juris. Using
Optical Scan Voting
Equipment

Regis. in Juris. Using
Optical Scan Voting
Equipment

Cases

% of Regis. Using
Optical Scan Voting
Equipment

Description
State census code

Respondent to Election Day Survey

Number of local election jurisdictions from survey ques-
tion 22

Number of active and inactive registered voters, number of
persons who voted on Election Day in six states, and VAP
data for North Dakota and jurisdictions in Wisconsin that
do not have voter registration, from col. 4 of table 2

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
13 and reported the use of punch cards

Number of jurisdictions using punch cards (col. 5) divided
by the total number of election jurisdictions (col. 3)

Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
the use of punch cards

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
1, provided Election Day registration data, or for which
VAP data was substituted for voter registration data; and
jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and reported
the use of punch cards

Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
the use of punch cards (col. 7) divided by the total number
of registered voters (col. 3)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
13 and reported the use of optical scan egquipment

Number of jurisdictions using optical scan equipment (col.
10) divided by the total number of election jurisdictions
(cal. 3)

Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
the use of optical scan equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
1, provided Election Day registration data, or for which
VAP data was substituted for voter registration data; and
jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and reported
the use of optical scan equipment

Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
the use of optical scan equipment (col. 12) divided by the
total number of registered voters (col. 3)
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Table 9 Column Headings (cont.)

Col. Heading Description
15 Number of Juris. Using Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
Electronic Voting 13 and reported the use of electronic equipment
Equipment
Number of jurisdictions using electronic equipment (col.
16 % of Juris. Using 15) divided by the total number of election jurisdictions
Electronic Voting (cal. 3)
Equipment
17 Regis. in Juris. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Electronic Voting the use of electronic equipment
Equipment
18 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question

1, provided Election Day registration data, or for which
VAP data was substituted for voter registration data; and
jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and reported
the use of electronic equipment

19 % of Regis. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Electronic Voting the use of electronic equipment (col. 17) divided by the
Equipment total number of registered voters (col. 3)

20 Number of Juris. Using Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
Lever Machine Voting 13 and reported the use of lever machines
Equipment
21 % of Juris. Using Number of jurisdictions using lever machines (col. 20)

Lever Machine Voting divided by the total number of election jurisdictions (col.
Equipment 3)

22 Regis. in Juris. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Lever Machine Voting the use of lever machines
Equipment
23 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question

1, provided Election Day registration data, or for which
VAP data was substituted for voter registration data; and
jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and reported
the use of lever machines

24 % of Regis. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Lever Machine Voting the use of lever machines (col. 24) divided by the total
Equipment number of registered voters (col. 3)

25 Number of Juris. Using Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
Paper Ballots Voting 13 and reported the use of paper ballots
Equipment

() Extra line of space in
this cell at top % of Ju-

26 ris. Using Number of jurisdictions using paper ballots (col. 25) di-
Paper Ballots Voting vided by the total number of election jurisdictions (col. 3)
Equipment
27 Regis. in Juris. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported

Paper Ballots Voting the use of paper ballots
Equipment
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Table 9 Column Headings (cont.)
Col. Heading Description

28 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
1, provided Election Day registration data, or for which
VAP data was substituted for voter registration data; and
jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and reported
the use of paper ballots

29 % of Regis. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Paper Ballots Voting the use of paper ballots (col. 27) divided by the total num-
Equipment ber of registered voters (col. 3)

30 Number of Juris. Using Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
Mixed Voting 13 and reported the use of two or more types of voting
Equipment equipment

31 % of Juris. Using Number of jurisdictions using two or more types of voting
Mixed Voting equipment (col. 30) divided by the total number of election
Equipment jurisdictions (col. 3)

32 Regis. in Juris. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Mixed Voting the use of two or more types of voting equipment
Equipment
33 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question

1, that provided Election Day registration data, or for
which VAP data was substituted for voter registration
data; and jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and
reported the use of two or more types of voting equipment

34 % of Regis. Using Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that reported
Mixed Voting the use of two or more types of voting equipment (col. 32)
Equipment divided by the total number of registered voters (col. 3)

35 Number of Juris., Un- Number of jurisdictions that responded to parts of survey
known (Not Reported) question 13, but not the type of voting equipment used

36 % of Juris., Number of jurisdictions that responded to parts of survey
Unknown (Not guestion 13, but not the type of voting equipment used
Reported) (col. 35) divided by the total number of election jurisdic-
tions (col. 3)

37 Regis. in Juris., Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that responded
Unknown (Not to parts of survey question 13, but not the type of voting
Reported) equipment used

38 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question
1, provided Election Day registration data, or for which
VAP data was substituted for voter registration data; and
jurisdictions that responded to parts of survey question 13,
but not the type of voting equipment used

39 % of Regis., Unknown Number of registered votersin jurisdictions that parts of
(Not Reported) survey question 13, but not the type of voting equipment
used (col. 37) divided by the total number of registered
voters (col. 3)
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 3 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions

2) Urban to Rural

3) Size of Jurisdiction

4) Race and Ethnicity

5) Median Income

6) High School Education

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures
9) Type of Voting Equipment

10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
12) Election Day Registration

13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

15) Early Voting

16) Battleground States

17) Presidential Margin of Victory

18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 9 aswell as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

The EAC dataset shows the following nationwide characteristics of voting equipment usagein the
2004 general election. (See Table 9¢c below.) As noted previoudly, the information is not complete
for nearly 14 percent of the jurisdictionsin the nation, which covers more than four percent of the
registered voters.

Table 9c. Voting Equipment Usage, 2004 General Election

Type of Voting Number of Percent of Registration in Percent of
Equipment Jurisdictions | Jurisdictions | Jurisdictions | Cases | Registration
Punch Card 260 4.0 15,691,323 259 9.0
Optical Scan 2,543 38.7 69,544,126 2,525 39.8
Electronic 611 9.3 43,571,704 611 25.0
Lever 394 6.0 21,662,657 390 12.4
Paper Ballots 1,733 26.4 3,068,977 1,732 1.8
Mixed Systems 124 1.9 13,367,303 123 7.7
Unknown 902 13.7 7,726,205 759 4.4
TOTAL 6,567 100.0 174,632,295 6,399 100.0

Thedatain Table Qaisillustrated in the following charts:
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Figure 9.3. Voting Equipment Usage, 2004: Jurisdictions
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Figure 9.4. Voting Equipment Usage, 2004: Registration
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Besides being incomplete, one of the most significant differences between the data published by
Election Data Services and the EAC is the geographic structure used. While Election Data Services
keeps its database at the jurisdiction level, for the purposes of mapping and publishing Election Data
Services has traditionally shown datafor counties. This has meant that for the New England states,
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along with Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, there is a greater existence of “mixed” systemsin
the Election Data Services results, along with a corresponding decrease in the individual voting
system types. Thisis because the jurisdiction datais summed to the county level. In these nine states
voting-equipment purchase decisions have been traditionally made by individual townships. Election
Data Services has independently verified that for jurisdictions in the nation over one-quarter still use
paper ballots.

States

While loca jurisdictions have traditionally made the decision about what kind of voting equipment
to purchase, more states have begun imposing a mandate that uniform equipment types be used. This
was not the result of the 2000 Bush v. Gore_court decision by the U.S. Supreme Court, but began
years earlier in several states as a cost-savings strategic decision. The 2004 elections found 12 states
and territories that had adopted uniform voting-equipment usage. The states and the voting
equipment type used are: Optical scan—Alaska, Arizona, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Rhode Island,;
electronic—Delaware, Georgia, Maryland, and Nevada; lever machines— New Y ork; and mixed
systems—District of Columbia and Hawaii.

Regions

The Midwest has the largest number of jurisdictions using punch cards, but punch cards account for
just 18 percent of the registered votersin the region. A plurality of jurisdictionsin the Midwest use
optical scan voting systems. However, the greater percentage of registered voters using optical scan
systemsisin the West, where over 62 percent of the registered voters mark their ballots with a pencil
or pen. Because of the state of Georgia' s recent adoption of electronic voting, the South has the
largest usage of electronic voting systemsin the country. A plurality of just over 41 percent of the
registered voters in the South use electronic voting equipment. Lever machines still dominate the
Northeast where over 55.4 percent of the registered votersin the region use lever devices, which
were manufactured in the Northeast. Paper ballots are mainly split between the Midwest and the
Northeast, but in either region they are used by less than 3.5 percent of the registered voters.

Urban to Rural

Over 58 percent of the urban jurisdictions in this nation use optical scan voting systems, asdo a
plurality of the suburban and small town communities. A plurality of the rural jurisdictionsin the
nation use paper ballots, closely followed by optical scan systems. Due to the distribution of
registered votersin rural communities, however, over 60 percent of rural registered voters have their
ballots counted by optical scan systems.

Size of Jurisdiction

The EAC data shows that the larger the size of ajurisdiction the more likely they are to be using
electronic voting equipment. This has traditionally not been the case, as punch cards were almost
exclusively used by large jurisdictions in this nation. Paper ballots are mainly concentrated in the
smaller jurisdictions, with over 61 percent of the 1,761 jurisdictions that have under 1,000 voting age
population (VAP) using pencil and pens, and presumably counting the ballots by hand. As
jurisdictions grow in size they move to optical scan systems to ease the counting process. A clear
majority of the jurisdictions that have between 3,500 and 50,000 VAP use optical scan devices.
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Race and Ethnicity

A plurality of the predominantly non-Hispanic White jurisdictions in this nation use optical scan
technology, closely followed by electronic systems. On the other hand, nearly two-thirds of African
American voters are casting their votes on electronic systems. Over two-thirds of votersin
predominantly Native American and Hispanic communities use optical scan devices.

Median Income

There appears to be a small relationship between income levels and the use of optical scan systems.
The lower the income levelsin ajurisdiction, the higher likelihood they will be using optical scan
systems. Electronic machines are used to a greater degree in both the poorest and the wealthiest
jurisdictions in the nation.

High School Education
There does not appear to be a relationship between education levels and type of voting equipment
used.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements

A magjority of the jurisdictions covered by the Section 203 language minority requirements of the
Voting Rights Act use optical scan voting systems. Due to the smaller size of these jurisdictions,
however, they represent just a plurality of the registered voters.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures
A plurality of the jurisdictions and registered voters covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
used optical scan devicesin 2004, closaly followed by electronic voting equipment.

Type of Voting Equipment
Not applicable.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
A plurality of the jurisdictions that changed voting equipment since 2000 went to optical scan
systems.

Statewide Voter Registration Database
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

Election Day Registration
A majority of registered votersin jurisdictions that allow Election Day registration are much more
likely to use optical scan voting equipment.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.
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Early Voting

While a dlight mgjority of registered voters who can utilize early voting procedures are using optical
scan devices, there is alarger-than-average number that are also on el ectronic voting systems.
Electronic voting systems are thought to be easier to manage in an early voting environment because
they can maintain many different ballot stylesin ajurisdiction. Thiswould eliminate the need to
keep lots of different paper ballots at each early-voting site.

Battleground States
No rea patterns are discernible in this subcategory, although electronic voting systems were more
likely to be found in nonbattleground states.

Presidential Margin of Victory
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

No rea patterns are discernible in this subcategory, although lever machines were more likely to be
used in jurisdictions carried by Kerry than by Bush. On the other hand, jurisdictions using punch
cards were much more likely to support Bush than Kerry.
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Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| d Voting (Inc.D ) Optical Scan Voting Equipment Electronic Voting Equipment
Election 2004( Number| % of Regis irJ % of Numbej % of Regis irJ % of [ Number %ofJ Regis in % of
Administration| Total|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|
Code Name icti i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using|| Using| Using Using| Cases UsingJ
01 [Alab 67| 2,597,629 64] 95.5] 2,221,414] 64| 85.5 3] 4.5 376,215 3] _14.5]
02 [Alaska 1 472,160 1] 100.0 472,160 1] 100.0
04 |Arizona 15[ 2,642,120 15| 100.0] 2,642,120 15[ 100.0|
05 |Arl 75| 1,699,934 7] 9.3 280,764 7] _16.5] 47] 62.7 829,822 47| 48.8 5| 6.7 89,867 5| 5.3
06 |california 58| 16,646,555| 12| 20.7 774,216 12| 4.7 37| 63.8] 10,980,645 37| 66.0 8| 13.8] 4,118,569 8| 24.7]
08 |Colorado 64| 3,101,956 1| 1.6 21,900 1 07 49] 76.6] 1,504,027] 49| 48.5 1 16 215,141 1| 6.9
09 Connecticut 169 1,831,567
10 |Delaware 3 553,917, 3] 100.0 553,917 3] 100.0]
11 |District of C 1 383,919
12 |[Florida 67| 10,300,942 50 74.6] 4,630,220 50| 44.9 15| 22.4] 5,576,264] 15[ 54.1
13 |Georgia 159 4,248,802 159] 100.0]  4,248,802| 159[ 100.0
15  |Hawaii 5 647,238|
16 |Idaho | 915,637| 14[ 31.8 551,753] 14| 60.3 14] 31.8 293,988 14| 321
17 [Illinois 110 7,195,882 41| 37.3] 3,914,460] 40 54.4 69| 62.7] 3,281,422 64| 45.6
18 |[Indi 92| 4,296,602 17| 18.5 605,253 17| 14.1 31] 33.7] 1,580,818] 31| 36.8 43[ 46.7] 2,090,436] 43[ 48.7
19  [Iowa 99| 2,226,721 84| 84.8] 1,978,431 83| 88.8 14] 141 225,295 14| 10.1
20 |Kansas 105] 1,695,457 81| 77.1] 1,007,154] 81| 59.4 3] 2.9 612,845 3| 36.1
21 |Kentucky 120[ 2,794,286 1| o8 475,805 1| 17.0 114] 95.0 2,268,053 114] 81.2)
22 [Louisi 64| 2,932,142 14| 21.9] 1,602,769] 14| 54.7]
23 [Maine 517 1,026,219 114] 22.1 668,361 114| 65.1
24 [Maryland 24| 3,105,370 24[ 100.0] 3,105,370  24[ 100.0
25 M t 351] 4,098,634 274] 78.1] 3,871,863 274 94.5
26 |Michigan 83| 7,164,047 11] 13.3 248,605 11| 3.5 39] 47.0] 2,273,618] 39| 31.7 1 1.2 25,708 1| o4
27 |mi a 87|  2,977,496| 61| 70.1] 2,401,604 61| 80.7
28 82 1,469,608| 10| 12.2 155,492] 10| 10.6] 61| 74.4] 1,004,212 49| 68.3 3] 3.7 227,354 3| 15.5
29 |Missouri 116] 4,194,416 37] 31.9] 1,602,713 37| 38.2 70| 60.3] 1,779,558 70| 42.4
30 [Montana 56| 638,474] 36] 64.3 598,780 36| 93.8
31 |Nebraska 93| 1,160,193 48] s51.6] 1,047,745 48] 90.3
32  [Nevada 17| 1,073,869 17[ 100.0[ 1,073,869] 17| 100.0
33  [NewH hire 242 950,292| 92| 38.0 669,100] 92| 70.4
34 |New Jersey 21 5,011,693 1| a8 63,528 1| 1.3 15| 71.4] 3,645764] 15| 72.7
35 [New Mexico 33| 505,356|
36  |New York 58 11,837,068
37 |North Carolina 100[ 5,526,981 5| 5.0 430,452 5| 7.8 44] 44.0] 2,388,318 44| 43.2) 38] 38.0] 2,364,967| 38] 42.8
38 |North Dakota 53| 490,179 48] 90.6 478,436] 48] 97.6
39 |[ohio 88| 7,965,110 7] 8.0 1,717,316 7] 21.6] 1 11 33,094 1| 04
40 |Oklahoma 77| 2,143,978 77] 100.0] 2,143,978] 77| 100.0|
41 |oregon 36/ 2,141,249 36 100.0] 2,141,249] 36| 100.0|
42 |Pennsylvania 67| 8,366,455| 11] 16.4 990,366] 11| 11.8 24 35.8 935,731 24[ 11.2 8| 11.9] 2,271,503 8| 27.2)
44 |Rhode Island 39 707,234 39[ 100.0 707,234]  39] 100.0
45  [South Carolina 46| 2,318,235 1| 2.2 57,612 1| 25 o[ 19.6 258,813 o] 11.2) 36] 78.3] 2,001,810 36[ 86.4
46 [South Dakota 66| 502,261 50 75.8 467,228 50[ 93.0
47 |1 o5 3,748,235 20[ 21.1 393,135 20| 10.5 11] 116 358,016] 11| 9.6 48] 50.5| 2,726,843 48[ 72.8
48 [Texas 254 13,098,329 9| 3.5 781,376 9] 6.0 142] 55.9] 6,051,164] 142| 46.2) 4 1.6 132,930 4 1.0
49 |utah 29 1,278,912 23] 79.3] 1,257,684] 23] 98.3 2[ 6.9 16,103 2l 13
50 |Vermont 246| 444,508 68| 27.6 292,211 68] 65.7
|51 |virginia 134] 4,515,675 4] 3.0 752,780 4] 16.7 34| 25.4 997,757 34| 22.1 26| 19.4 270,161 26] 6.0
|53 |washingtc 39| 3,508,208] 13] 33.3 774,622 13] 22.1 23] 59.0] 2,277,991 23] 64.9 2[ 51 103,357 2[ 2.9
|54 |West Virginia 55( 1,168,694 12] 21.8 421,626 12] 36.1 28] 50.9 480,334 28] 41.1 2] 36 101,807 2[ 8.7
|s5  |wisconsin 1,910] 4,179,774 554] 29.0]  2,750,246] 554 65.8]
56 _|Wyoming 23] 273,950, 5| 21.7 35,422 5| 12.9 13| 56.5 177,424] 13| 64.8 1 43 5,975 1| 2.2
60 American S 1
66 Guam 1
72 |Puerto Rico 110[ 2,440,131
78  |Virgin Islands 1] 50,731
Total 6,568] 177,265,030]  260] 4.0] 15,767,547] 259] 8.9 2,541 38.7] 69,198,628 2,523] 39.0] 608] 9.3] 40,068,685] 608] 22.6]
Maxi 1,910| 16,646,555 41| 79.3] 3,914,460/ 40| 98.3 554] 100.0] 10,980,645 554/ 100.0] 159/ 100.0] 5,576,264] 159] 100.0
Average 119] 3,344,623 13| 19.6 788,377] 12| 22.5 63| 56.6] 1,729,965 63| 58.7| 22| 34.1] 1,484,025/ 22| 39.8
Minimum 1] 50,731 1| 1.6 21,900 1| o0.7] 1| 0.8 16,103 1 1.3 1] 14 5,975 1| 0.4
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| d Voting (Inc. ) Optical Scan Voting Equipment Electronic Voting Equipment
Election 2004( Number| % of Regis in % of Number| % of Regis in % of [ Number| % of Regis in % of
Administration| Total|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|
Code Name icti i i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using|| Using| Using Using| Cases Usingd
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908| 14,484,493
Punch card 260 15,767,547 260| 100.0] 15,767,547 259] 100.0]
Lever 394 21,662,619
Paper 1,734/ 3,085,167,
Optical scan 2,541 69,198,628 2,541| 100.0| 69,198,628 2,523| 100.0
Electronic 608 40,068,685| 608 100.0[ 40,068,685] 608| 100.0
Multiple Systems 123 12,997,891|
Ch d Voting Since|
2000 General Election|
[Yes 1,753 51,149,755| 1] 0.1] 27,633] 1] o4 624] 35.6] 20,735,348]  621] 40.5 311] 17.7] 22,326,704] 311] 43.§
[No 4,815| 126,115,275 259 4] 15,739,914] 258] 12.5 1,917] 39.8] 48,463,280[ 1,902 38.4| 297]  6.2[ 17,741,981] 297] 14.1]
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
[Yes 1,335 37,384,852 24 1.8] 727,843 24] 1.9 555 41.6] 15,487,523[ 555 41.4| 329] 24.6] 10,802,866] 329] 28.9
[No 5,233| 139,880,178| 236] 4.5] 15,039,704] 235] 10.8| 1,986] 38.0] 53,711,105 1,968 38.4| 279] 5.3 29,265,819 279] 20.9
Election Day Registration|
[Yes 2,823[ 10,323,368| 19]  0.7] 587,175] 19] 5.7 848] 30.0] 6,960,723 848[ 67.4] 1] 0.0] 5,975] 1] 0.1
[No 3,745| 166,941,662 241 6.4] 15,180,372 240 9. 1,693 45.2] 62,237,905[ 1,675] 37.3| 607] 16.2[ 40,062,710] 607] 24.0
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 65,077,741| 113]  9.7] 8,444,464] 112 13.0 454] 39.1[ 28,469,033] 449] 43.7 262] 22.5] 18,674,262] 262] 28.7
In Precinct Only 4,350/ 103,336,604] 133 3.1] 6,771,330] 133| 6.6 1,758 40.4| 36,218,106| 1,745 35.0) 346]  8.0| 21,394,423 346| 20.7
None 1,056/ 8,850,685| 14] 1.3 551,753 14 6.2 329] 31.2] 4,511,489 329] 51.0)
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
[Yes 3,781 64,333,790] 73] 1.9] 3,846,049] 73] 6.0 1,408] 37.2[ 36,815,566[ 1,407] 57.2] 113 3.0] 15,899,051] 113[ 24.7]
[No 2,787| 112,931,240 187]  6.7] 11,921,498] 186] 10.6 1,133] 40.7] 32,383,062 1,116] 28.7| 495 17.8] 24,169,634 495] 21.4
Early Voting Allowed|
[Yes 1,701] 73,710,075| 85| 5.0] 3,690,644] 85] 5.0 845 49.7] 37,307,228] 844] 50.6 315] 18.5] 21,493,174] 315] 29.2
[No 4,867| 103,554,955 175] 3.6] 12,076,903] 174] 11.7] 1,696] 34.8] 31,891,400[ 1,679 30.8 293  6.0] 18,575,511 293] 17.9
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468| 50,756,496 27] 5.8] 4,613,175]  27[ 9. 251] 53.6] 22,390,647] 249] 44.1] 31]  6.6] 12,116,042 31] 23.9
[No 6,100 126,508,534] 233] 3.8] 11,154,372 232 8.g 2,290] 37.5] 46,807,981] 2,274] 37.0 577] 9.5] 27,952,643] 577] 22.1]
Covered By Section 5 of Voting
Rights Act|
[Yes 880| 40,868,855 27] 3.1 1,874,506] 27[ 4.6 353 40.1] 18,254,084] 341] 44.7] 262[ 29.8] 10,617,913[ 262[ 26.0
[No 5,688 136,396,175|  233] 4.1 13,893,041] 232[ 10.2] 2,188] 38.5| 50,944,544] 2,182] 37.4| 346]  6.1] 29,450,772] 346] 21.6]
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| d Voting (Inc. ) Optical Scan Voting Equipment Electronic Voting Equipment
Election 2004( Number| % of Regis ilJ % of Numbej % of Regis ilJ % of Number| % ofJ Regis in % of
Administration| Total|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. 3 Regis|
Code Name icti i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using|| Using| Using Using| Cases Usingd
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710 34,273,670| 11] 0.6 990,366 11] 2.9 612 35.8] 7,208,028] 612] 21.0 23] 1.3] 5,917,267 23] 17.3
South 1,423 62,606,676 68| 4.8 3,273,237 68| 5.2 568 39.9| 21,839,853| 556| 34.9 494| 34.7| 25,647,129| 494| 41.0
Midwest 2,902 44,048,138| 113 3.9| 8,088,347| 112| 18.4] 1,135 39.1| 19,046,260| 1,129| 43.2 62| 2.1 2,987,378 62| 6.8
West 420| 33,845,684| 68| 16.2| 3,415,597 68| 10.1 226| 53.8| 21,104,487| 226| 62.4 29| 6.9 5,516,911 29| 16.3
Territories 113 2,490,862
Urban to Rurall
Urban 567 63,441,314] 10 1.8 5,195,813 10] 8.2 330] 58.2] 17,979,273] 329] 28.3 38 6.7] 15,868,156 38]  25.0
Suburban 871| 47,552,530] 24| 2.8 3,975,627 24| 8.4 372| 42.7| 20,938,869| 371| 44.0 85 9.8 11,784,936 85| 24.8
Small Towns 1,710 44,193,768 99| 5.8 4,824,574 99| 10.9 706| 41.3| 18,438,749| 699| 41.7 289| 16.9| 10,571,934| 289 23.9
Rural 3,307| 19,586,556| 127| 3.8] 1,771,533] 126] 9.0 1,133| 34.3| 11,841,737| 1,124 60.5 196] 5.9 1,843,659 196] 9.4
Not Available - Territories 113] 2,490,862
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
< 1,000 1,761 895,006 1| 0.1 827 1| 0.1 209] 11.9 137,299 209 15.3 1 0.1 736 1 0.1
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,182,148 | 3] 03 7,143 3] 03 461 39.6 975,345 461| 44.7 13 1.1 24,032 13 1.1
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 5,966,645 35| 3.4 226,982 35 3.8 660 63.3| 3,906,979| 658| 65.5 99| 9.5 550,974| 99| 9.2
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 31,472,681 144| 8.5| 2,768,910 143| 8.8 894| 52.5| 16,102,523 880 51.2 316| 18.5| 5,839,638 316 18.6
>=50,000 to <250,000 586| 48,992,270| 62| 10.6| 5,973,481 62| 12.2 261| 44.5| 21,063,275| 259| 43.0 129| 22.0] 10,865,210 129| 22.2
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140| 51,396,493 | 13| 9.3| 3,995,944 13| 7.8 50| 35.7| 17,260,253 50| 33.6 42| 30.0/ 15,083,561 42| 29.3
>=1,000,000 25| 33,867,508| 2| 8.0 2,794,260 2| 8.3 6| 24.0 9,752,954 6| 28.8 8| 32.0] 7,704,534 8| 22.7
Not Available 144  2,492,279|
Race and Ethnicity|
Predomi ly NH White 6,264 163,662,585| 255] 4.1] 15,677,318] 254] 9.6] 2,469] 39.4] 63,432,043] 2,452] 38.8 574] 9.2] 37,073,907] 574] 22.7]
Predomi ly NH Black 85| 3,098,023 3] 35 28,140 3] 0.9 32| 37.6 462,280 31| 14.9 33| 38.8] 1,935,977 33| 62.5
Predominently NH Native America 24| 231,022 | 33.3 160,842 8] 69.6)
Predomi ly Hispani 50| 7,749,995| 2| 4.0 62,089 2| 08 31| 62.0] 5,112,337 31| 66.0 1| 2.0 1,058,801 1] 13.7
Not Available 145]  2,523,405| il 07 31,126 1 1.2
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 2,504,552 9] 3.0 146,663 9] 5.9 97| 32.6] 1,174,509 94| 46.9 51 17.1 609,035 51| 24.3
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884| 8,917,739| 32| 3.6 464,409 32| 5.2 336| 38.0] 4,714,613| 328 52.9 103| 11.7| 1,678,692| 103| 18.8]
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 22,970,583 87| 6.3 2,554,699 87| 11.1 519| 37.8] 10,417,047| 515 45.3 156| 11.4| 5,448,876 156| 23.7
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215( 40,443,694 59| 4.9 3,856,011 59| 9.5 443| 36.5| 13,707,610 442| 33.9 136| 11.2| 8,768,137| 136| 21.7
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 37,780,840| 34| 3.9 2,571,994 33| 6.8 297| 33.7| 15,201,261 295 40.2) 70| 7.9 7,971,347 70[ 21.1
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587| 21,218,675 24| 4.1| 4,410,311 24| 20.8 235 40.0] 9,042,023| 235 42.6 35| 6.0/ 3,371,104 35/ 15.9
>=$50,000 1,180[ 40,936,586 15| 1.3| 1,763,460 15| 4.3 613 51.9| 14,941,560| 613| 36.5 57|  4.8] 12,221,494 57| 29.9
Not Available 151 2,492,361 1 0.7 5 1 0.0
High School Education|
< 60% 126] 1,817,027] 5] 4.0 115,008 5] 6.3 45] 35.7] 1,045,034 44] 57.5] 41] 32.5 408,271 41] 225
>=60% to <70% 661 14,944,978| 31| 4.7 532,902 31| 3.6 240 36.3| 8,476,106| 234| 56.7 170| 25.7| 3,804,544 170| 25.5
>=70% to <80% 1,646 49,285,773 92| 5.6 5,466,980 92| 11.1 576] 35.0| 13,908,277| 567| 28.2) 222| 13.5| 12,632,128] 222 25.6
>=80% to <90% 3,111] 93,198,279| 121] 3.9| 8,509,648 120 9.1 1,243| 40.0| 36,753,772| 1,241| 39.4 164| 5.3 21,221,352 164 22.§|
>=90% 873 15,495,512 11]  1.3[ 1,143,009 11 7.4 435] 49.8] 8,984,308] 435 58.0 110 1.3 2,002,390 11] 12.9]
Not Available 151]  2,523,461] 2[ 13 31,131 2] 1.2
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Voting Equipment Usage

EAC Election Day Survey |

Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Election

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| d Voting (Inc. ) Optical Scan Voting Equipment Electronic Voting Equipment
Election 2004( Number| % of Regis ilJ %% of Numbej %% of Regis ilJ % of [ Number| % ofJ Regis in %% of
Administration| Total|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|
Code Name icti i i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using|| Using| Using Using| Cases Using
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|
[Yes 3,093| 64,166,639 99| 3.2 6,057,912]  99] 9.4| 1,172 37.9] 27,294,051[ 1,171] 42.5 66] 2.1 9,715905] 66 15.1]
[No 3,475| 113,098,391 161] 4.6] 9,709,635 160] 8.6 1,369 39.4] 41,904,577] 1,352 37.1] 542 15.6] 30,352,780] 542[ 26.8
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|
< 2.5% 515] 15,923,548] 18] 3.5 1,217,452 17] 7.6 181] 35.1] 6,963,692] 180] 43.7] 28] 5.4 1,946,553 28] 12.2
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476| 11,133,130| 15| 3.2] 1,232,658 15] 11.1 165 34.7] 2,717,448] 163] 24.4 28] 5.9 3,261,269 28] 29.3
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 13,830,932 16] 3.1 1,110,078 16] 8.0 186] 36.5| 6,074,021] 186] 43.9) 34| 6.7 3,246,652 34| 23.5
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429  8,833,490| 12| 2.8 688,354 12| 7.8 162] 37.8] 3,090,070] 161] 35.0) 200 4.7 1,396,536 20] 15.8
>=10.0 % 4,492| 125,044,988| 199] 4.4] 11,519,005 199] 9.2 1,846] 41.1] 50,352,770] 1,832] 40.3 498 11.1] 30,217,675] 498] 24.2
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By
in 2004 Presidential Election|
Bush > 55% 3,115 68,178,580 181] 5.8 7,275,285 181[ 10.7] 1,306] 41.9] 30,438,890[ 1,293] 44.6] 434] 13.9] 18,299,892] 434] 26.8
Bush 50% to 55% 982| 26,682,203 31| 3.2| 2,675,461 31| 10.0 365 37.2| 10,989,946 365| 41.2 66| 6.7 3,788,160 66| 14.2
Bush < 50% 136] 2,041,746| 6| 4.4 263,733 6| 12.9 35 25.7 334,073 34| 16.4 7l 5.1 856,569 7l 42.0
Kerry < 50% 150 4,850,492 i 0.7 79,335 1| 1.6 48| 32.0] 2,213,925 48|  45.6) 3] 2.0 148,377 3 3.1
Kerry 50% to 55% 872| 23,160,396| 25| 2.9 1,261,687 24| 5.4 323] 37.0] 7,455,340[ 320| 32.2 41| 4.7| 5,507,850 41| 23.8]
Kerry > 55% 1,161 49,846,628 16| 1.4] 4,212,046 16| 8.5 462| 39.8| 17,763,711| 461| 35.6) 57| 4.9 11,467,837 57| 23.0
Tied 25| 14,032 2| 8.0 2,743 2] 19.5
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Voting Equipment Usage

EAC Election Day Survey Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Ele
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| Lever Machine Voting Equipment Paper Ballots Voting Equipment Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown (Not Reported)
Election 2004 Number| % ofJ Regis in % of | Number| % of Regis in % of [ Number| % of Regis in % of
Administration| Total| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| Number| % of Regis in % of
Code Name Jurisdictions| Registration Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| of Juris.| Juris. Juris.| Cases Regis|
01 [Alab 67| 2,597,629
02 [Alaska 1 472,160
04 |Arizona 15[ 2,642,120
05 [Arl 75| 1,699,934 5| 6.7 106,474 5| 6.3 9] 12.0 71,273 o] 4.2 2] 2.7 321,734 2[ 18.9
06 |california 58 16,646,555 1l 17 773,125 1| 4.6
08 |Colorado 64| 3,101,956 7] 10.9 11,563 7] 04 6] 9.4 1,349,325 6| 43.5
09 [Connecticut 169 1,831,567 169] 100.0] 1,831,567 169[ 100.0
10 Delaware 3 553,917
11 |District of C 1 383,919 1] 100.0 383,919 1] 100.0
12 |[Florida 67| 10,300,942 2 3.0 94,458 2| 0.9
13 |Georgia 159 4,248,802
15 |Hawaii 5 647,238 5] 100.0 647,238 4] 100.0
16 |Idaho | 915,637 16] 36.4 69,896 16] 7.6
17 [Illinois 110 7,195,882
18 [Indi 92| 4,296,602 1 141 20,095 i 0.5
19 [Iowa 99 2,226,721 il 1.0 22,995 1| 1.0
20 [Kansas 105] 1,695,457 20 19.0 53,839 20/ 3.2 1l 1.0 21,619 1] 1.3
21 |Kentucky 120] 2,794,286 1] o8 15,903 1| 0.6 4 33 34,525 AEET
22 |[Louisi 64 2,932,142 50 78.1[ 1,329,373] 50| 45.3
23 [Maine 517 1,026,219 385] 74.5| 346,866] 385 33.8 18] 3.5 10,992 18] 1.1
24 |Maryland 24| 3,105,370
25 |Mm t 351] 4,098,634 71| 20.2 99,947 71] 2.4 6 1.7 126,824 6] 31
26 |Michigan 83| 7,164,047 2] 2.4 22,692 2| 0.3 30| 36.1] 4,593,424 30| 64.1
27 [Mi a 87| 2,977,496 7] 8.0 27,951 7] 09 19] 21.8 547,941 19] 18.4
28 ississippi 82| 1,469,608 8| 9.8 82,550 4] 5.6
29 [Missouri 116] 4,194,416 ol 7.8] 812,145 9] 19.4
30 [Montana 56| 638,474 20] 35.7 39,694 20 6.2
31 [Nebraska 93] 1,160,193 45| 48.4] 112,448 45| 9.7
32 |Nevada 17| 1,073,869
33 [NewH hire 242 950,292 145 59.9]  281,020[ 145] 29.] 5| 2.1 172 4 0.0
34 |[New Jersey 21| 5,011,693 5| 23.8] 1,302,401 5[ 26.0
35 |New Mexico 33 505,356 33[ 100.0 505,356] 20| 100.0
36 |New York 58| 11,837,068 58] 100.0[ 11,837,068] 58] 100.0]
37 |North Carolina 100[ 5,526,981 3] 3.0 41,289 3] 0.7 3] 3.0 12,562 3] 0.2 71 7.0 289,393 7] 5.2
38  [North Dakota 53| 490,179 5| 9.4 11,743 5| 2.4
39 |[ohio 88| 7,965,110 80 90.9] 6,214,700] 80[ 78.0
40 |oklahoma 77| 2,143,978
41 Oregon 36 2,141,249
42 |Pennsylvania 67| 8,366,455 20[ 29.9] 4,022,724] 20 48.1 2| 3.0 48,190 2| 0. 2] 3.0 97,941 2| 1.2
44 |Rhode Island 39 707,234
45 South Carolina 46 2,318,235
46 [South Dakota 66| 502,261 16] 24.2 35,033 16] 7.0
47 |1 o5 3,748,235 8| 8.4 80,243 8 2.1 8| 8.4 189,998 8 5.1
48 [Texas 254 13,098,329 2] o8 209,197 2| 1.6 88| 34.6] 341,961 88| 2.6 3] 1.2 1,317,280 3] 101 6| 2.4 4,264,421 6| 32.6
49 |utah 29[ 1,278,912 4] 13.8 5,125 AR
50 |Vermont 246| 444,508 177] 72.0]  151,384] 177] 34.1] 1| 0.4 913 1 0.2
|51 |virginia 134] 4,515,675 38] 28.4 544,663]  38] 12.1 30] 22.4] 1,940,815 30[ 43.0) 2] 15 9,499 2[ 0.2
|53 |washington 39| 3,508,208 il 26 352,238 1| 10.0
|54 |west Virginia 55 1,168,694 3 55 79,517 3] 6.8 10[ 18.2 85,410 10 7.3
|s5  |wisconsin 1,910] 4,179,774 17] 0.9 101,657 17 2.4 695] 36.4] 467,117 694] 11.2) 644] 33.7 860,754] 629] 20.6
56 _|Wyoming 23] 273,950 3] 13.0 12,211 3| 4.5 1| 43 42,918 1| 157
60 American 1 1| 100.0
66 Guam 1 1| 100.0
72 |Puerto Rico 110[ 2,440,131 110[ 100.0]  2,440,131] 110] 100.0
78  |Virgin Islands 1] 50,731 1] 100.0 50,731 1] 100.0
Total 6,568] 177,265,030] 394 6.0] 21,662,619] 390] 12.2| 1,734] 26.4] 3,085,167]1,733] 1.7 123] 1.9] 12,997,891 122] 7.3[ 908] 13.8] 14,484,493] 877] 8.2
Maxi 1,910/ 16,646,555 169| 100.0[ 11,837,068] 169]100.0|  695] 74.5| 812,145 694| 34.1 30/100.0] 4,593,424| 30[100.0] 644[100.0] 6,214,700 629] 100.0
Average 119 3,344,623 21| 23.0] 1,203,478 21| 20.2] 86| 27.4] 154,258] 86| 9.2 7| 19.3] 764,581 7| 26.1 69| 48.9] 1,316,772 79| 39.6
Minimum 1] 50,731 1| o8 12,211 1| o.3] 2] 3.0 5,125 2] 0.2 1| 1.0 21,619 1| 0.9 1| 0.4 172 1| 0.0
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Voting Equipment Usage

EAC EleCtiOI‘l Day survey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter]
Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Ele \
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| Lever Machine Voting Equipment Paper Ballots Voting Equipment Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown (Not Reported)
Election 2004 Number| % of Regis in % of | Number| % of Regis in % of [ Number| % of Regis in % of
Administration| Total| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| Number| % of Regis in % of
Code Name icti i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| of Juris.| Juris. Juris.| Cases Regis|
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908| 14,484,493 908[ 100.0[ 14,484,493] 877] 100.0
Punch card 260 15,767,547
Lever 394 21,662,619 394| 100.0] 21,662,619 390| 100.0
Paper 1,734] 3,085,167 1,734/ 100.0] 3,085,167 1,733| 100.0
Optical scan 2,541| 69,198,628
Electronic 608/ 40,068,685
Multiple Systems 123 12,997,891 123] 100.0] 12,997,891] 122[ 100.0)
Ch d Voting Since|
2000 General Election|
[Yes 1,753 51,149,755] 42]  2.4] 452,951]  42[ 0.9 455] 26.0]  462,719] 455] 0.9 35[ 2.0 2,006,317 35 3.9 285] 16.3]  5,138,083] 281] 10.0
[No 4,815| 126,115,275] 352]  7.3[ 21,209,668] 348 16.8] 1,279 26.6] 2,622,448] 1,278] 2.1 88| 1.8] 10,991,574 87 8.7 623] 12.9] 9,346,410 596] 7.4
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
[Yes 1,335 37,384,852 225 16.9]  3,279,052] 225] 8.8 104] 7.8] 248,341 104] 0.7 59]  4.4] 6,207,047 58] 16.6 39 2.9] 632,180 26] 1.7
[No 5,233| 139,880,178 169]  3.2] 18,383,567] 165 13.1 1,630 31.1] 2,836,826] 1,629] 2.0 64| 1.2 6,790,844] 64| 4.9 869 16.6] 13,852,313] 851] 9.9
Election Day Registration|
[Yes 2,823[ 10,323,368 20 0.7] 113,868 20 1.1 1,248] 44.2] 1,192,850 1,247] 11.6] 20 0.7] 590,859 20] 5.7 667] 23.6] 871,918 651] 8.4
[No 3,745| 166,941,662 374] 10.0[ 21,548,751] 370 12.9 486] 13.0] 1,892,317] 486] 1.1 103]  2.8] 12,407,032] 102[ 7.4 241  6.4] 13,612,575 226] 8.2
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 65,077,741 78] 6.7] 5,499,860 78] 8.5 202[ 17.4]  300,097] 202] 0.5 19  1.6] 3,183,756 19 4.9 34 2.9 506,269 21] 0.8
In Precinct Only 4,350/ 103,336,604 316| 7.3| 16,162,759| 312 15.6 974| 22.4] 2,047,594| 973[ 2.0 85| 2.0] 9,266,194 84| 9.0 738| 17.0] 11,476,198] 723| 11.1]
None 1,056/ 8,850,685 558] 52.8]  737,476] 558] 8.3 19] 1.8 547,941 19] 6.2 136] 12.9] 2,502,026] 133[ 28.3
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
[Yes 3,781 64,333,790] 74] 2.0 1,507,525] 74] 2.3 1,393[ 36.8] 1,317,270[ 1,392 2.0[ 24]  0.6] 3,570,314] 23] 5.5 696] 18.4] 1,378,015 668] 2.1
[No 2,787| 112,931,240] 320] 11.5[ 20,155,094] 316] 17.8] 341] 12.2] 1,767,897] 341 1.6 99| 3.6] 9,427,577] 99 8.3 212  7.6] 13,106,478 209 11.6
Early Voting Allowed|
[Yes 1,701] 73,710,075 25]  1.5] 551,926] 25| 0.7 355] 20.9] 849,325] 355] 1.2 36] 2.1] 5,047,088] 35| 6.8 40]  2.4] 4,770,690 27| 6.5
[No 4,867| 103,554,955| 369]  7.6] 21,110,693] 365] 20.4| 1,379] 28.3[ 2,235,842| 1,378 2.2 87| 1.8] 7,950,803 87| 7.7 868] 17.8] 9,713,803] 850 9.4
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468| 50,756,496] 15] 3.2 3,456,411 15| 6.8 97] 20.7] 374,141 97] 0.7 8] 1.7] 3,036,303] 8]  6.0] 39]  8.3] 4,769,777  26] 9.4
[No 6,100 126,508,534 379]  6.2] 18,206,208] 375] 14.4] 1,637] 26.8] 2,711,026] 1,636] 2.1] 115  1.9] 9,961,588 114] 7.9 869 14.2] 9,714,716] 851 7.7
Covered By Section 5 of Voting
Rights Act|
[Yes 880| 40,868,855] 100] 11.4] 2,195,885] 96] 5.4 94| 10.7] 350,135 94] 0.9 35|  4.0] 3,302,379] 35 8.1 o 1.0] 4,273,953] 9] 10.5
[No 5,688 136,396,175|  294| 52| 19,466,734] 294[ 14.3| 1,640 28.8] 2,735,032| 1,639 2.0] 88| 1.5] 9,695512] 87 7.4 899 15.8] 10,210,540 868[ 7.5
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05 Page 6 of 8



Voting Equipment Usage

EAC EleCtiOI‘l Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter]
Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Ele \
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| Lever Machine Voting Equipment Paper Ballots Voting Equipment Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown (Not Reported)
Election| 2004 Number| % ofJ Regis in % of Numbem Regis in % of | Number| % ofJ Regis in % of
Administration| Total| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| Number| % of Regis in % of
Code Name icti i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| of Juris.| Juris. Juris.| Cases Regis|
Demographics
Region
Northeast 1,710 34,273,670 252| 14.7| 18,993,760 252| 55.4] 780| 45.6 927,407 780 2.7 2 0.1 97,941 2 0.3] 30 1.8 138,901 29 0.4
South 1,423 62,606,676 118 8.3 2,489,209 114 4.0 110 7.7 511,206 110 0.8] 57 4.0 4,572,122 57 7.3 8 0.6 4,273,920 8 6.8|
Midwest 2,902( 44,048,138 21 0.7 167,439 21 0.4] 797| 27.5| 1,520,276 796 3.5] 50 1.7 5,162,984 50( 11.7 724| 24.9 7,075,454| 709| 16.1
West 420“ 33,845,684 3 0.7 12,211 3 0.0 47| 11.2 126,278 47 0.4 14 3.3 3,164,844 13 9.4 33 7.9 505,356 20 1.5
Territories 113] 2,490,862 113| 100.0 2,490,862 111| 100.0
Urban to Rural
Urban 567| 63,441,314 64| 11.3] 11,240,397 64| 17.7 31 5.5 809,080 31 1.3 17 3.0 6,518,934 17] 10.3 77| 13.6 5,829,661 77 9.2]
Suburban 871 47,552,530 100{ 11.5 5,290,987| 100| 11.1 162| 18.6 225,664 162 0.5] 11 1.3 2,324,729 11 4.9 117 13.4 3,011,718] 115 6.3]
Small Towns 1,710 44,193,768 144 8.4 4,144,075| 142 9.4] 262| 15.3 524,705 262 1.2 53 3.1 3,233,594 53 7.3 157 9.2 2,456,137| 146 5.6
Rural 3,307“ 19,586,556 86 2.6 987,160 84 5.0 1,279| 38.7( 1,525,718| 1,278 7.8 42 1.3 920,634 41 4.7, 444| 13.4 696,115| 428 3.6
Not Available - Territories 113 2,490,862 113] 100.0 2,490,862| 111] 100.0
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
< 1,000 1,761 895,006 8 0.5 3,604 8 0.4 1,081 61.4 534,821| 1,081| 59.8| 1 0.1 460| 26.1 217,719| 457| 24.3
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165“ 2,182,148 42 3.6 73,913 42 3.4 495| 42.5 847,878 495| 38.9 1 0.1 2,214 1 0.1 150( 12.9 251,623 149| 11.5
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043“ 5,966,645 82 7.9 435,793 81 7.3 117] 11.2 574,709 117 9.6 13 1.2 83,824 13 1.4] 37 3.5 187,384 34 3.1
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704“ 31,472,681 181] 10.6 3,314,539 178| 10.5 30 1.8 390,131 30 1.2 56 3.3 1,224,175 56 3.9 83 4.9 1,832,765 78 5.8
>=50,000 to <250,000 586“ 48,992,270 62| 10.6 5,074,639 62| 10.4 38 6.5 3,231,961 38 6.6 34 5.8 2,783,704 32 5.7
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140“ 51,396,493 16| 114 6,417,596 16 12.5 1 0.7 736,709 1 1.4 11 7.9 5,038,913 11 9.8 7 5.0 2,863,517 6 5.6
>=1,000,000 25“ 33,867,508 3] 12.0 6,342,535 3| 18.7 3] _12.0 3,416,804 3] 10.1 3| 12.0 3,856,421 3| 11.4]
Not Available 144 2,492,279 10| 6.9 919 9] 0.0 134 93.1 2,491,360 118| 100.0
Race and Ethnicity|
Predomi ly NH White 6,264 163,662,585 379 6.1| 21,472,098 378 13.1 1,710| 27.3| 3,058,990 1,710 1.9 120 1.9] 12,472,076] 119 7.6 757| 12.1] 10,476,153| 747 6.4
Predomi ly NH Black 85“ 3,098,023 14| 16.5 145,811 11 4.7 3 3.5 525,815 3| 17.0
Predomi ly NH Native America| 24“ 231,022 11| 45.8 16,248 11 7.0] 5| 20.8 53,932 5| 23.3
Predomi ly Hispani 50“ 7,749,995 1 2.0 44,710 1 0.6 3 6.0 9,010 3 0.1 12| 24.0 1,463,048 7] 18.9
Not Available 145 2,523,405 10| 6.9 919 9] 0.0 134 92.4 2,491,360] 118] 98.7
Median Income|
< $25,000 298 2,504,552 26 8.7 337,012 23| 13.5 87| 29.2 109,819 87| 4.4 9 3.0 85,267 8 3.4 19 6.4 42,247 15 1.7]
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884“ 8,917,739 43 4.9 828,810 42 9.3 286 32.4 520,788 286 5.8 7 0.8 93,430 7 1.0] 77 8.7 616,997 73 6.9
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372“ 22,970,583 59 4.3 1,964,379 59 8.6 379 27.6 655,729 379 2.9 31 2.3 938,397 31 4.1 141 10.3 991,456| 139 4.3
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 40,443,694 50 4.1 8,517,735 50| 21.1 367 30.2 348,252 367 0.9 30 2.5 1,891,713 30 4.7 130( 10.7 3,354,236 129 8.3]
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 37,780,840 39 4.4 2,831,991 39 7.5 266 30.2 241,780 266 0.6] 14 1.6 4,457,301 14| 11.8 161 18.3 4,505,166| 160| 11.9
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587| 21,218,675 25 4.3 1,569,287 25 7.4 158| 26.9 162,972 158 0.8] 13 2.2 1,381,215 13 6.5 97| 16.5 1,281,763 97 6.0
>=$50,000 1,180 40,936,586 152] 129 5,613,405 152| 13.7 178| 15.1 1,044,855 178 2.6 19 1.6 4,150,568 19| 10.1 146 12.4 1,201,244| 144 2.9
Not Available 151 2,492,361 13 8.6 972 12| 0.0 137 90.7 2,491,384 120| 100.0
High School Education|
< 60% 126] 1,817,027 12 9.5 124,101 12 6.8 11 8.7 12,530 11 0.7] 9 7.1 82,689 8 4.6 3 2.4 29,394 3 1.6]
>=60% to <70% 661“ 14,944,978 62 9.4 1,181,123 58 7.9 110 16.6 260,290 110 1.7 11 1.7 222,376 11 1.5] 37 5.6 467,637 34 3.1
>=70% to <80% 1,646“ 49,285,773 83 5.0 7,525,951 83| 15.3 437| 26.5 626,736 437 1.3 35 2.1 5,380,803 35[ 10.9 201 12.2 3,744,898 195 7.6
>=80% to <90% 3,111“ 93,198,279 155 5.0/ 12,092,256| 155| 13.0 928| 29.8| 1,891,014| 928 2.0] 63 2.0 5,791,564 63 6.2] 437| 14.0 6,938,673| 434 7.4
>=90% 873| 15,495,512 82 9.4 739,188 82 4.8 236 27.0 293,651 236 1.9 5 0.6 1,520,459 5 9.8 93| 10.7 812,507 91 5.2
Not Available 151] 2,523,461 12[ 7.9 946 11| 0.0 [ 137] 90.7[ 2,491,384] 120] 98.7
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05 Page 7 of 8



Voting Equipment Usage

EAC EleCtiOI‘l Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter]
Voting Equipment Usage 2004 General Ele \
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:06:28| Lever Machine Voting Equipment Paper Ballots Voting Equipment Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown (Not Reported)
Election 2004 Number| % ofJ Regis in %% of || Number| % of Regis in % of [ Number| % ofJ Regis in %% of
Administration| Total| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis| of Juris.| Juris. Juris. Regis|| Number| % of Regis in % of
Code Name icti i Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| Using| Using Using| Cases| Using| of Juris.| Juris. Juris.| Cases Regis|
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|
[Yes 3,093 64,166,639] 48]  1.6] 4,356,059] 48[ 6.8 884] 28.6] 1,804,669] 883 2.8 62] 2.0 7,357,061 62 11.5] 762] 24.6] 7,580,982] 733[ 11.§]
[No 3,475| 113,098,391 346] 10.0[ 17,306,560] 342 15.3| 850 24.5] 1,280,498 850[ 1.1 61] 1.8] 5,640,830 60/ 5.0 146]  4.2] 6,903,511 144] 6.1
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|
< 2.5% 515 15,923,548 42 8.2 2,180,368 42| 13.7 163| 31.7 187,631 163| 1.2 17 3.3 2,878,104 17| 18.1] 66| 12.8 549,748 66 3.5
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476|| 11,133,130 35 7.4 2,049,499 35| 18.4 143| 30.0 165,539 143| 1.5 10 2.1 1,109,540 10[ 10.0 80| 16.8 597,177 78 5.4
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510|| 13,830,932 38 7.5 1,725,756 37| 12.5 169| 33.1 192,820 169| 1.4 6 1.2 969,841 6 7.0 61| 12.0 511,764 60 3.7
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429|| 8,833,490 27 6.3 990,468 27| 11.2 142| 33.1 917,500 142| 10.4] 10 2.3 802,965 10 9.1 56| 13.1 947,597 56| 10.7
>=10.0 % 4,492| 125,044,988 251 5.6] 14,715,610| 248| 11.8| 1,109| 24.7| 1,615,393| 1,109] 1.3| 79 1.8 7,237,441 79 5.8] 510] 11.4 9,387,094| 498 7.5
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By
in 2004 Presidential Election|
Bush > 55% 3,115 68,178,580 141]  4.5]  4,075,960[ 140 6.0 652 20.9] 1,168,626] 652] 1.7 56| 1.8] 3,490,182 56| 5.1 345 11.1]  3,429,745] 338 5.0)
Bush 50% to 55% 982" 26,682,203 67 6.8 2,187,512 66 8.2 289| 29.4 401,282 289 1.5 23 2.3 3,007,090 23| 11.3 141 14.4 3,632,752 139 13.6)
Bush < 50% 136“ 2,041,746 15| 11.0 497,746 15| 24.4 49| 36.0 43,431 49 2.1 3 2.2 32,003 3 1.6 21| 15.4 14,191 21 0.7]
Kerry < 50% 150“ 4,850,492 20| 13.3 1,418,150 20| 29.2 54| 36.0 47,575 54 1.0 4 2.7 922,760 4| 19.0 20/ 13.3 20,370 20 0.4
Kerry 50% to 55% 872" 23,160,396 68 7.8 4,135,079 67| 17.9 288| 33.0| 1,022,086 288 4.4 16 1.8 1,905,061 16 8.2 111 12.7 1,873,293 110 8.1]
Kerry > 55% 1,161“ 49,846,628 82 7.1 9,347,254 81| 18.8 389| 33.5 391,956 389 0.8 20 1.7 3,640,795 20 7.3 135 11.6 3,023,029 130 6.1]
Tied 25|| 14,032 1 4.0 918 1 6.5] 13| 52.0 10,211 12| 72.8 9| 36.0 160 6 1.1
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05 Page 8 of 8
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Chapter 10
Voting Machines

Table 10 presents the results of the Election Day Survey on numbers of voting machines and
methods for tabulating ballots. Information on ballet tabulation methods—i.e., whether ballots are
counted in each precinct or at a central site—was not requested by the survey, but was included by
several statesin their responses to question 13. For the other states, the appropriate ballot-tabulation
method was determined from information about the voting equipment hardware. For example, if a
jurisdiction specified “ES& S Model 100" as the type of voting equipment used, information from
the manufacturer was used to determine that ES& S Model 100 is a“precinct-based, voter-activated
paper ballot counter and vote tabulator.”*

The importance of where ballots are counted surfaced after the 2000 Florida debacle when studies,
including those done by Election Data Services, found that voting systems that required the ballots
be taken to a central location to be tallied had nearly five times the error rate as the same system that
allowed the ballots to be counted in the precinct. Thisis because in-precinct tallying systems allowed
the voter to feed his ballot into the machine and immediately be notified if he had overvoted an
office. Since the ballot was kicked out of the tallying system immediately, this alowed avoter to
correct his ballot and resubmit it. Asaresult, error rates dropped fivefold for in-precinct tallying
systems.

The only voting methods that allow an overvote to occur, and for which in-precinct-tallying systems
would help prevent, are punch cards, paper ballots, and optical scan ballots. If programmed and set
up correctly, lever machines and el ectronic voting systems have safeguards that are designed to
prevent avoter from invalidating their ballot through an overvote. As noted above, Election Data
Services attempted to code the tallying process for punch card and optical scan systems as either in-
precinct or central count, depending upon the actual model of voting system used, if reported. Since
in-precinct or central tallying was not asked by the U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC), it
isimpossible to code paper ballot jurisdictions similarly.

Applicability and Coverage

Only about 20 states provided information on the number of voting machinesin use. The following
states did not provide any information on the number of units used in ajurisdiction, which made it
impossible to perform all the calculationsinitially intended for this chapter: Alabama, Colorado,
Connecticut, District of Columbia, Georgia, Indiana, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire,
North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, and Wisconsin. Information on the process for ballot tabulation is complete for only
nine states. In the survey follow-up review, state election directors were asked to update the “in-
precinct” versus “ central-count” information for voting equipment in use, but only afew states
provided this information.

! Election Systems & Software, Product Overview, Model 100 Precinct Ballot Counter (Omaha, Neb.: nd).
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The lack of information on number of units prevents any cal culations from being made showing the
average number of units per precinct and/or polling place. Misunderstandings about what was asked
for also caused unusual numbers to be calculated. For example, in lllinois, the state asked the
counties for the “Number of units of voting equipment (tabulators)” and “ has the voting system
previously been used in a Federal election” while the EAC defined its request for the “ number of
units used in the county (and/or precinct, if available).” The intent of the question for punch card
systems, and the responses from most states, dealt with the number of actual voting devices used by
the county, not the number of counters used. If aresponding jurisdiction assumed number of
counters was the question, then the calculation of average number of units per precinct or polling
place would quite naturally drop below one per precinct.

On the other hand, for optical scan systems, it is quite possible that jurisdictions looked at the
tabulators as the number to provide, and therefore, there are far more instances of fewer than one
device per precinct. Electronic and lever machines do not present this apparent confusion, and
therefore average number of units per precinct fall into an acceptable and understandable range. This
chapter was intended to seek to answer the question of whether long lines might have been caused
by too few polling booths. However, because of the survey confusion, answers are not possible at
thistime.

Survey Results

Table 10 presents more detailed data on voting machines from question 13 on the Election Day
Survey. The table contains several calculationsinvolving the six different types of voting equipment
(including multiple systems) based on usage by jurisdictions, precincts, and polling places. The
column headingsin Table 10 are as follows:

Table 10 Column Headings. Voting Machines

Col. Heading Description
1 Code State census code
2 Name Respondent to Election Day Survey
3 Jurisdiction Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22
4 2004 Total Registration Number of active and inactive registered voters, number of per-

sons who voted on Election Day in six states, and VAP data for
North Dakota and jurisdictions in Wisconsin that do not have
voter registration, from col. 4 of table 2

Precincts Number of precincts from survey question 19
Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 19

Polling Places Number of polling places from survey question 20

0 N o O

Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 20
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Col.

10

11

12

13
14

15
16

17

18

19

20

21

22
23

24
25

26

27

September 27, 2005

Table 10 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading

Number of Juris. Using
Punch card Equipment

Number of Units,
Punch card

Cases

Average # of Units
per Precinct, Punch
card

Cases

Average # of Units
per Polling Place,
Punch card

Cases

Number of Juris. with
In-Precinct Counting,
Punch card

Number of Juris. with
Central Counting,
Punch card

Number of Juris. Using
Optical Scan Equipment

Number of Units,
Optical Scan

Cases

Average # of Units
per Precinct,
Optical Scan

Cases

Average # of Units
per Polling Place,
Optical Scan

Cases

Number of Juris. with
In-Precinct Counting,
Optical Scan

Number of Juris. with
Central Counting,
Optical Scan

Number of Juris. Using
Electronic Equipment

Description

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of punch cards

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of punch card units

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the use of punch cards and the number of units

Number of punch card units (col. 10) divided by the number of
precincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of punch card units (col. 10) divided by the number of
polling places (cal. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported a precinct ballot tabulation method or other information
from which the ballot tabulation method could be determined

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported a central ballot tabulation method or other information
from which the ballot tabulation method could be determined

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of optical scan equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of optical scan units

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the use of optical scan equipment and the number of units

Number of optical scan units (col. 19) divided by the number of
precincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of optical scan units (col. 19) divided by the number of
polling places (col. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported a precinct ballot tabulation method or other information
from which the ballot tabulation method could be determined

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported a central ballot tabulation method or other information
from which the ballot tabulation method could be determined

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of electronic voting equipment
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Col.

28

29

30

31
32

33
34

35

36

37

38
39

40

41

42

43

44
45

46
47

48

49

50

September 27, 2005

Table 10 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading

Number of Units,
Electronic

Cases

Average # of Units per
Precinct, Electronic

Cases

Average # of Units per
Polling Place, Electronic

Cases

Number of Juris. Using
Lever Machines

Number of Units,
Lever Machines

Cases

Average # of Units per
Precinct, Lever

Cases

Average # of Units per
Polling Place, Lever

Cases

Number of Juris. Using
Paper ballots

Number of Units,
Paper ballots

Cases

Average # of Units per
Precinct, Paper Ballots

Cases

Average # of Units per
Polling Place, Paper

Cases

Number of Juris. Using
Mixed equipment

Number of Units,
Mixed equipment

Cases

Description

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of units of electronic voting equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of electronic equipment and the number of units

Number of units of electronic voting equipment (col. 28) divided
by the number of precincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of units of electronic voting equipment (col. 5) divided by
the number of polling places (col. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of mechanical lever machines

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of lever machines

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of and the number of lever machines

Number of lever machines (col. 35) divided by the number of pre-
cincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of lever machines (col. 35) divided by the number of
polling places (cal. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of paper ballots

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of paper ballots

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of and the number of paper ballots

Number of paper ballots (col. 42) divided by the number of pre-
cincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of paper ballots (col. 42) divided by the number of poll-
ing places (coal. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of mixed voting equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of mixed voting equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of and the number of mixed equipment
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Col.

51

52

53
54

55

56

57

58
59

60
61

September 27, 2005

Table 10 Column Headings (cont.)

Heading

Average # of Units per
Precinct, Mixed

Cases

Average # of Units per
Polling Place, Mixed

Cases

Number of Juris. Using
Unknown equipment

Number of Units,
Unknown equipment

Cases

Average # of Units per
Precinct, Unknown

Cases

Average # of Units per
Polling Place, Unknown

Cases

Description

Number of mixed equipment (col. 49) divided by the number of
precincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of mixed equipment (col. 49) divided by the number of
polling places (cal. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of unknown voting equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 13 and re-
ported the number of unknown voting equipment

Number of jurisdictions that responded to survey question 13 and
reported the use of and the number of unknown equipment

Number of unknown equipment (col. 56) divided by the number
of precincts (col. 5)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 19

Number of unknown equipment (col. 56) divided by the number
of polling places (col. 7)

Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 13 and 20
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 10 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of Victory
9) Type of Voting Equipment 18) Red versus Blue Jurisdictions

Thisanalysisis based only on data that was reported to the EAC on the Election Day Survey. Many
state responses to a survey question or part of a question did not cover all local election jurisdictions.
In Table 10 as well as other tablesin this report, ajurisdiction was excluded from a statistical
calculation if its response was missing for one or more of the dataitems (i.e., columns) used in the
calculation. A column labeled “Cases’ next to each statistical calculation shows the number of
jurisdictions covered by that calculation.

Summary

The lack of complete, or even near complete, data on machines and number of units makes any kind
of meaningful analysis somewhat questionable. Only one-third of the punch card jurisdictions
provided any data on number of units, and much of that data was probably incorrectly reported
anyway. Fewer than half of the optical scan, lever, and electronic system jurisdictions reported the
number of units used.

With those limitations in mind, we have calculated that electronic system jurisdictions average three
devices per precinct and slightly over five devices per polling place. The highest ratio of machines
per location occurred in the state of Maryland, where between nine and 10 devices were used.

Due to the high cost of lever machines, they average only 1.5 machines per precinct and slightly
over three machines per polling place. The maximum number per precinct and polling place
occurred in North Carolina and Wyoming, with slightly more than three and six per precinct,
respectively.

Of the data reported, 90 percent of the punch card jurisdictions in this country utilize a central-count
tallying process, On the other hand, 61 percent of optical scan jurisdictions use a precinct-based
tallying process.

States
See state information in summary above.

Regions
For optical scan usage, only jurisdictions in the West reported more central-count operations. All
other regions used more precinct-count operations.
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Urban to Rural

Rural areas of the nation that use optical scan systems are much more likely to use a central-count
tallying process. Not surprisingly, these are some of the older models of optical scan systems, since
the rural Midwest iswhere optical scan devices were first used as an easier way to tally paper
ballots.

Size of Jurisdiction

Thelarger ajurisdiction the more likely they are to have more electronic or lever machines per
polling location. The largest jurisdictions average four to six voting machines per polling location,
but smaller jurisdictions average just two machines per location.

Race and Ethnicity

In those jurisdictions using optical scan systems, 62 percent of the predominantly White jurisdictions
use precinct-based tallying systems. On the other hand 86 percent of the predominantly Hispanic
jurisdictions using optical scan devices use the central-count tallying process. Predominantly African
American jurisdictions that use optical scan systems are fairly evenly split between central- and
precinct-tallying processes.

Median Income
In optical scan jurisdictions, the higher the median income of a community the less likely they areto
use a centrally located tallying process.

High School Education
The higher the education levels, the more likely optical scan jurisdictions are using precinct-based
tallying technology.

Section 203 Language Minority Requirements
Optical scan jurisdictions subject to Section 203 minority language requirements of the Voting
Rights Act are over twice as likely to be operating a central-count tallying system.

Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures

Optical scan jurisdictions subject to Section 5 of the VVoting Rights Act are more likely to be
operating a central-count tallying system, while non-Section 5 jurisdictions are twice as likely to be
tallying their ballotsin the precinct.

Type of Voting Equipment
Not Applicable.

Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
Jurisdictions that changed their voting system in the last four years and went to the optical scan
system are more than four times as likely to adopt a precinct-based tallying system.

Statewide Voter Registration Database
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.
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Election Day Registration
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

Provisional Ballot Acceptance
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

No Excuse Absentee Balloting
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

Early Voting
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.

Battleground States
Perhaps anticipating the increased turnout in battleground states, all voting system jurisdictions
showed alarger number of units per polling location than in nonbattleground states.

Presidential Margin of Victory
For both punch card and electronic voting jurisdictions, there appears to be a dlight trend toward
more machines per polling location the closer the margin of victory in the 2004 presidential election.

Red versus Blue Jurisdictions
No real patterns are discernible in this subcategory.



Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey | |
Voting Machines 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Punchcard Voting Equipment (including Datavote Optical Scan Voting Equipment
Election 2004 Number| Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with || Number[ Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with
Administration Total Polling of Juris. of| Per Per In-Precinct] Central]| of Juris. | of| Per| Per| In-Precinct] Central
Code Name Jurisdicti i Precincts| Cases Places| Cases| Using Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling Pl.| Cases Counting Counting|| Using Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases CountingJ Countin&
01 [Alab 67| 2,597,629 2,210) 67| 2,177 67| 64 64 64 55 10)
02 [Alaska 1 472,160 436, 1 439 1 1 436 1 1.0 1 1.0 1 1
04  [Arizona 15 2,642,120 2,110) 15 2,002 15 15| 2089 15 10 15 10 15 15
05 [Arl 75 1,699,934 2,693] 75 1,923 75| 7 93 4 0.3 7 0.3 7 2 47 167] 44 0.1 47 02| 47 3 44
06 |california 58| 16,646,555] 21,857 55 14,467 52 12| 6916] 12 58 11 10.5] 9 37] 5893 33 04 38 06| 35 25, 5
08 |Colorado 64| 3,101,956 3,370) 64 2,318 63| 1 1 1 49 49 48 33 23
09 Connecticut 169 1,831,567 769 169
10 |Delaware 3 553,917 437, 3 276) 3
11 |District of C 1 383,919 142 1 142 1 1
12 [Florida 67| 10,300,942 6,892 67, 5,433 67| 50|  3,456] 50 12| 50 14| 50 53
13 |Georgia 159 4,248,802 3,163] 159 2,907 158
15 |[Hawaii 5 647,238| 353 4 336) 4 5
16 _ |Idaho | 915,637 949 44 763 44 14| 3697 14 78 14 97 14 15| 14 30 14 01 14 01 14 4 10)
17 [Illinois 110 7,195,882 11,738 110 9,200 110| 41] 5131 2 08 41 10 41 2 39 69| 3,969 66 0.8 69 1.0 69 65 4
18 [Indi 92| 4,296,602 5,571 92 3,454 84 17 17 16 1 31 31 26 31 1
19 [Iowa 99 2,226,721 1,966, 97, 1,916 94 84| 1259 81 0.7] 83 0.8 83 33 53
20 [Kansas 105] 1,695,457 3,882 105 2,019 103 81 459 70 02 81 03] 79 30 51
21 |Kentucky 120] 2,794,286 3,482 120 2,830 120 1] 1,320) 1 26 1 5.2 1 2
22 |[Louisi 64| 2,932,142 4,124 64 2,394 64
23 |Maine 517]  1,026,219| 601 517| 114 114 115
24 |Maryland 24| 3,105,370 1,779 24 1,551 24
25 husett: 351] 4,098,634 21771 351 1458] 351 274] 2,038 274 10| 274 15| 274 274
26 |Michigan 83| 7,164,047| 5,235] 83 3,890 83 11 51 11 02 11 02[ 11 39| 2,020 39 13| 39 16| 39
27 i a 87| 2,977,496| 4,108| 87, 61 61 63| 46)
28 ississippi 82| 1,469,608 1,707 67, 1,670 67| 10 923 10 42 10 44 10 2 6| 61 307] 47 0.3 50 0.3 50 5 44
29  |Missouri 116] 4,194,416 5,462 116 3,595 11| 37, 37, 37| 70 70 70
30 |Montana 56 638,474 856, 56, 649) 56 36] 5803 36 8.0] 36 10.8] 36 10 27,
31 [Nebraska 93| 1,160,193 1,668 93 1,420 93] 48 o1] 48 0.1] 48 0.1] 48 2 46
32  [Nevada 17| 1,073,869 1,585 17 526) 17
33 [New Hampshire 242 950,292| 92
34 [New Jersey 21 5,011,693 6,283] 21 3,486 21 1 95 1 1.1 1 1.9 1
35 [New Mexico 33| 505,356| 684, 21 612) 21
36  [New York 58| 11,837,068| 15,153 56, 6,740 56
37 |North Carolina 100| 5,526,981 2,749) 100 2,762 100 5| 1,453 5 7.2 5 7.2 5 6 44] 1460 44 13| 44 12| 44 49
38  |North Dakota 53 490,179 607, 53 542) 53] 48 48 48 37 1
39  [Ohio 88| 7,965,110 11,366, 88, 6,602 84 7| 15,464 7 6.1 7 1.1 7
40  |Oklal 77| 2,143,978| 2,152 77, 2,130 77| 771 2655 77 12 77 12 77 77]
41 |Oregon 36 2,141,249 1,448 36, 36, 36 36 84| 36 0.1] 36 23] 36 36
42 [Pennsylvania 67| 8,366,455 11| 2,940 6 24 25| 13 2 16
44 |[Rhode Island 39| 707,234 577, 39 489 39 39 39 39 39)
45  [South Carolina 46/  2,318,235| 2,168 46 1 1 9 9
46 [South Dakota 66 502,261| 827 66, 630 66| 50 50 50
47 [T 95|  3,748,235| 2,287] 95 2,211 95| 20 20 20 11 11 11 12)
48  [Texas 254| 13,098,329| 8,554 254 7,032 250 9| 3,013 9 7.0 9 7.7 9 g 142 1032 131 0.2 142 0.3 142 4 139
49  [utah 29 1,278,912 1,880 29 1,061 29 23 23 23 2 2 2
50 [Vermont 246| 444,508 277, 246) 277] 246 68 68 68
|s1 |virginia 134] 4,515,675 2,294 134 2,367 134 4| 3,634 4 126 4 124 4 5 34| 2184 34 46] 34 44] 34 52
Is3  [washi 39| 3,508,208| 6,664 39 1,498] 34 13| 13 12 23 23 20
|54 |west Virginia 55( 1,168,694 1,977, 55 12| 2,140 6 35 12 28 28] 24 0.0 28 18
|Is5  |wisconsin 1,910 4,179,774 3,563 1,253 2,686 1,596] 554 548 548 67
56 [Wyoming 23| 273,950 483 23 345, 23] 5 367 5 4.1 5 9.0 5 13 1771 11 06] 13 0.8 13 4 6
60 American S 1
66 Guam 1
72 |Puerto Rico 110 2,440,131 1,676] 110 1,554] 110
78 Virgin Islands 1 50,731 30 1 170 1
Total 6,568[ 177,265,030 174,252] 5396] 113,754 5180  260] 45822  95] 23] 248] 35 231 18] 68| 2541] 37,167] 1190 0.5] 2405 0.8] 2182 1174] 584
i 1,910 16,646,555 21857 1,253 14,467| 1,596 41] 15464]  14]  126] 41 124 41 6 39| 554] 5893 274 8.0] 548 10.8] 548 274 139
Average 119] 3,344,623 3,485] 107 24200 110] 13| 3524 7 50 13 67 13 3 17] 63  1,548] 49 12| 63 17] 64 37 30
inil 1 50,731 30 1 36 1] 1 51 2 02 1 02 1 1 6| 1 25 1 0.0 1 0.1 1 1 1
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey | |
Voting Machines 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31] Punchcard Voting Equipment (including Datavote Optical Scan Voting Equipment
Election 2004 Number| Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with || Number[ Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with
Administration Total Polling of Juris. of Per| [ In-Precinct]  Centrall| of Juris. | of] Per] Per| In-Precinct] Central
Code  Name isdicti i Precincts| Cases| Places| Cases| Using|  Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases| Counting| Counting|| Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PL.| Cases| Counting| Counting]
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908[ 14,484,493] 13,552] 252) 9,699] 558 I
Punch card 260 15,767,547 19,745 248 12,985 231 260| 45822 95 2.3 248 3.5 231 18 68|
Lever 394| 21,662,619 20,301 199 10,780  365)
Paper 1,734] 3,085,167 5,704 1,573 3416] 1,183
Optical scan 2,541 69,198,628 69,370] 2,405 46,265 2,185 2,541] 37,167 1190 0.5 2405 0.8 2182 1174 584]
Electronic 608| 40,068,685] 35273 599 24219 557
Multiple Systems 123 12,997,891 10,307 120 6,381 101
Ch d Voting Since|
2000 General Election
[Yes 1,753| 51,149,755 46,241 1,296] 31,649 1,269 1] | | 1] | 1] [ 624] 10,641 164 0.5  577] 0.7]  524] 236] 53]
[No 4,815| 126,115,275]  128,011] 4,100 82,105] 3,911  259] 45822 95 23] 247] 3.5 230] 18] 68| 1,917] 26,526 1026] 0.6] 1828] 0.8] 1658] 937] 531
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
[Yes 1,335[ 37,384,852] 33575] 1,153 20,815] 1,13 24] 2191 17] [ 24] 104] 1] [ 555 10,586] 431 0.8]  555] 1.3[  457] 456] 46]
[No 5,233 139,880,178|  140,677] 4,243 92,939 4,047  236] 43,631 78] [ 224 34 220] 18] 68| 1,986] 26,581 759 0.5] 1850] 0.7] 1725] 717| 538]
Election Day Registration|
[Yes 2,823| 10,323,368| 9,704 1,924] 3,794] 1,663 19] 4,064 19 [ 19 9.6 19| [ 15[ 848 207] 28] 0.0[  750] 0.1]  575] 252] 62)
[No 3,745 166,941,662 164,548] 3472] 109960 3517  241] 41,758 76| | 229] 33| 219 18] 53| 1,693 36,960 1165] 0.6] 1655] 0.8] 1607] 921] 522)
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 65,077,741  65,986] 1,080 44212 1,070  113] 16,533 29 14] 101 22] 98 10 39 454] 14,123] 252 0.4] 428 0.7] 424 232 124
In Precinct Only 4,350 103,336,604] 100,295 3,504 66,513 3902  133] 25592 52 34| 133 51 119 8 14 1,758 23,014] 924 0.7] 1740 1.0] 1696 723 389
None 1,056/ 8,850,685| 7,971 812) 3,029] 20§ 14 3697] 14 78] 14 07 14 15] 329 30 14 0.0] 237, 00 62 218] 67
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
[Yes 3,781 64,333,790| 70,535 3,106] 47,225 2,922 73] 12,433 36] 24] 72 47] 69| 6] 15 1,408] 23,808] 480] 0.6] 1399] 0.9] 1279 559] 232
[No 2,787| 112,931,240 103,717] 2,290| 66,529] 2,258  187] 33,389 59 23] 176 32| 162] 12] 53| 1,133 13,359]  710] 0.5] 10086] 0.7] 903] 614 352)
Early Voting Allowed|
[Yes 1,701 73,710,075]  69,882] 1,683 51,609] 1,614 85] 17,679] 55| 47]  84] 77] 7] 8] 23 845] 24,044] 631] 0.7]  842] 0.9] 811] 401] 381
[No 4,867| 103,554,955] 104,370] 3,713 62,145 3562 175 28,143  40] 18] 164] 26  161] 10] 45| 1,696] 12,223 559] 0.4] 1563] 0.7] 1371] 772| 203]
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468| 50,756,496| 54,051 443 36,098] 443 27] 15330 25| [ 26| 32| 24 2| 1 251] 10,319]  207] 0.4]  247] 0.6] 247] 71] 162)
[No 6,100 126,508,534]  120,201] 4,953 77,656] 4,737  233] 30,492 70 | 229 3.7] 207 16 57| 2,200] 26,848] 983 0.6] 2158] 0.9] 1935] 1102] 422
Covered By Section 5 of Votingj
Rights Act|
[Yes 880[ 40,868,855] 32076  855] 25,680] 803 27] 8,388 26] [ 27] 8.7]  26] 10] 14 353]  6,533] 249 0.4]  338] 0.5] 329 156] 193]
[No 5,688 136,396,175 141276 4541 88074 4377] 233 37.434] 69 [ 221] 3.1] 20| 8| 54| 2,188] 30,634 941] 0.6] 2067] 0.9] 1853 1017] 391
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey | |
Voting Machines 2004 General Election
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Punchcard Voting Equipment (including Datavote Optical Scan Voting Equipment
Election 2004 Number| Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with || Number[ Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with
Administration Total Polling of Juris. of Per| [ In-Precinct]  Centrall| of Juris. | of] Per] Per] In-Precinct] Central
Code  Name isdicti i Precincts| Cases| Places| Cases| Using|  Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases| Counting| Counting|| Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PL.| Cases| Counting| Counting]
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710 34,273,670]  25068] 1,230 13219 882 1] 2,940 6 612  2,158] 288 0.7] 496 1.1] 382 429 16|
South 1,423| 62,606,676] 48810 1408 37,805] 1,302 68] 11,256] 38 45| 68 6.7 55 15, 14| 568 12,690 452 0.7] 557 0.9 520 319 249
Midwest 2,902| 44,048,138| 55993 2,243 35954] 2490  113[ 20,646] 20 17 113 23] 112 39 1,135 7.798] 304 0.3] 1128 0.6] 1060 328 212
West 420/ 33,845,684] 42675 404 25052 395 68] 10,980 31 22 67 45| 64 15 226] 14,512] 146 0.6] 224 0.9 220 97 107]
Territories 113[ 2,490,862 1,706] 111 1,724 111
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567 63,441,314 60,394] 445 36,556 529 10| 16,806 6 20 10 30 10 5 i 330] 8,107] 130 0.5] 324 0.8] 315 189 7
Suburban 871| 47,552,530] 37.906] 639 25451 718 24] 14853 12 40| 23 6.7 21 4 3 372] 10,235] 183 0.6] 339 0.8] 305 226 22
Small Towns 1,710 44,193,768] 41,904 1,421 28,085 1,283 99| 10591 35 23] 89 34 79 5 21 706[ 7,893 298 0.5 638 0.7] 532 377 119
Rural 3,307| 19,586,556| 32,252 2780 21,938 2548  127] 3572 42 12| 126 17 121 4 43 1,133[ 10,932 579 0.6] 1104 0.9] 1030 381 436}
Not Available - Territories 113 2,490,862 1,706 111 1,724 111
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
< 1,000 1,761 895,006 2,118] 1,229 1,350] 1,169 1 2 1 209 1 1 0.0 199 0.0 197 24 1
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 2,182,148 | 2,558] 893] 1,976]  850] 3 36 2 0.9 3 2.6 2 461 270 73 0.2] 429 03] 383 152 25
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 5,966,645 8,343 902 5891 873 35 453 9 09 35 12] 35 1 14 e60] 2,615 319 0.5 615 0.8] 536 305 162)
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704] 31,472,681 35443 1,554 25830 1,508]  144] 4,113 44 14 140 15 129 6 39| 894 7,750] 567, 0.4] 857 0.6] 779 478] 307,
>=50,000 to <250,000 586| 48,992,270  41,344] 545 28,105] 516 62 15730] 30 30 56 48] 51 7 14 261] 12,990] 188 0.8] 250 1.1] 236 173 70
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 51,396,493 || 44037 126 27,595] 118 13| 20,357 7 40 12 66 12 2 1 50 9391 37 06] 49 10 45 37 18
>=1,000,000 25 33,867,508] 38,691 24 21,272) 24 2| 5131 2 1.0 2 1.5 2 2 6| 4,141 5 0.4 6 0.5 6 4 1
Not Available 144  2,492,279| 1,718] 123] 1,735] 122]
Race and Ethnicity|
Predominently NH White 6,264| 163,662,585] 161,698 5125 104,108] 4,925 255] 45193 90 23] 243] 3.5]  227] 18] 64| 2469 36,282 1145 0.6] 2334 0.9] 2116 1149) 546
Predomi ly NH Black 85| 3,098,023 2,820) 80 2,103 69| 3 194 3 3.8 3 3.8 3 3] 32 166] 16 02| 31 04| 26 15 1
Predomi ly NH Native America 24| 231,022 | 313 22 302) 19 8 252 4 15 8 1.7 8 3 2
Predomi ly Hispani 50| 7,749,995 7,664 45 5,465 44 2 435 2 2.7, 2 39.5) 1 1 31 467 25 01 31 01 31 5 25
Not Available 145]  2,523,405| 1,757 124 1,776 123 1 1 1 1
Median Income|
< $25,000 298 2,504,552 3,893] 279 2,875 215 9 459 5 2.0 9 3.0 7 5| 97 450 54 03[ 94 0.4] 85 39 36]
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884| 8,017,739 12,731 819 9,302]  697] 32 659 10 10 32 14 30 1 6 336 2741 191 0.4] 328 0.6] 292 147, 11§
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372| 22,970,583 23424 1,197 16,639] 1,076 87 6,183 33 24 83 36 76 6 21| 519] 7,139 309 0.6] 496 0.9 460 223 197]
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215] 40,443,694 40,250 1,056 24,419 937 50| 8114 18 14| 56 19 52 2 18] 443] 9,077] 226 0.8] 427 1.1] 372 201 145
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881/ 37,780,840 36644 675 23,887] 680 34] 12,526] 11 40 30 6.3 28 2 7l 297] 5210 113 0.4] 273 0.5 244 136, 52)
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587| 21,218,675] 19,180] 434 12,206] 458 24 11,341 11 21 24 36] 24 5 5| 235 4873 69 0.6] 214 1.0] 184 105 23
>=$50,000 1,180 40,936,586] 36399 810 22,689 993 15] 6,540 7 39 14 58 14 2 6 613 6,777] 228 0.5 572 0.9] 544 322 13
Not Available 151] 2,492,361 1,722 126] 1,737] 124 1 1 1
High School Education|
< 60% 126] 1,817,027 2148] 121 1577] 113 5 533 3 2.2 5 11.6] 3 2] 45 203] 34 0.2 43 03] 41 15 27]
>=60% to <70% 661 14,944,978 18185 616 13,467] 563 31 958 9 15 31 20 30 2 6 240 2213 143 0.2 233 03] 218 106, 102)
>=70% to <80% 1,646 49,285,773] 51,303 1411 32,782 1,319 92 12062 37 15 89 21 81 7 25 576]  6,767] 327 0.5 551 06| 514 288| 159)
>=80% to <90% 3,111 93,198,279 87644 2502 56,5681 2410  121] 28605 42 29[ 112 4.7 108 7 30 1,243] 23,280 527 0.7] 1177 1.0] 1047 529 279
>=90% 873| 15,495,512 13,121 619 7,569  650] 1] 3664 4 35 11 56 11 2 5| 435 4704] 159 0.6] 399 1.1] 360 234 17]
Not Availabl 151 2,523,461 1,761 127 1,778] 125 2 2 2 1
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey |

Voting Machines 2004 General Election

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Punchcard Voting Equipment (including Datavote Optical Scan Voting Equipment
Election 2004 Number| Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with || Number[ Number Average # of Units Number of Juris with
Administration Total Polling of Juris. of Per] | In-Precinct] Central]| of Juris. | of] Per] Per| In-Precinct] Central
Code  Name Jurisdicti i Precincts| Cases| Places| Cases| Using|  Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases| Counting| Counting|| Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PL.| Cases| Counting| Counting]
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|
[Yes 3,093 64,166,639 59,123 2,113 33,037] 2,309 99] 20,688  34] 29] 88 55 75| 2] T 1172] 9,128 302] 0.4] 1049] 0.7]  956] 287] 218|
[No 3,475/ 113,098,391|  115,129] 3,283] 80,717] 2871 161] 25134  61] o] 160 2.7] 156 16] 68| 1,369 28,039 888 0.6] 1356] 0.9] 1226] 886| 366
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election|
< 2.5% 515 15,923,548] 13,708 383] 8,230 350 18] 4,187] 7 37] 16 6.5] 14 2 6  181] 4000 72 0.6] 163 14] 131 104 26|
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 11,133,130 10,126 359) 5,981 335| 15] 6,201 7 58 13 105 10 3| 165 1,709 62 0.6| 157, 1.0 135 79 25
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 13,830,932 13805 416 9,195 388§ 16| 6,775 9 38| 16 73] 13 4 86| 4658 77 0.8 179 1.0 155 103 20|
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429  8,833,490| 9,114] 333] 5538 313 12| 1,705 4 28 11 36| 11 2 3| 1e2] 1,745) 71 0.6| 150 0.8 131 80 26|
>=10.0 % 4,492| 125,044,988 125787] 3,788 83,067 3664 199] 26,954 68 18] 192 26|  183] 14 52 1,846] 24,965] 908 0.5] 1755, 0.7] 1629 806 487]
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election|
Bush > 55% 3,115 68,178,580  68,994] 2,690) 49,173[  2,617] 181] 15,111 58 20]  174] 28] 166] 1 46 1,306] 17,375 654 0.6] 1245 0.8] 1181 495 422)
Bush 50% to 55% 982 26,682,203 25,314 760) 16,788]  700] 31| 14478] 14 51 28 89 24 2 8| 365 6,165 146 0.5] 340 0.8 293 169 67
Bush < 50% 136] 2,041,746 1,701 106 1,181 79 6 209 3 0.9 6 12 6 2 1 35 66 6 03[ 29 03[ 19 15 1
Kerry < 50% 150] 4,850,492 4276] 107 3,030 101 1 1 1 48] 1,094 19 0.9 45 11] 33 33 5
Kerry 50% to 55% 872 23,160,396/ 22,439 683 12,452]  656] 25| 4272 11 28 23 52 19 8| 323 5615 140 0.8 307, 15 267 180 43
Kerry > 55% 1,161| 49,846,628 49810 927 29387 897 16] 11,752 9 16 16 24] 18] 3 5| 462 5.952] 225 0.3] 437 0.6] 388 279 46
Tied 25| 14,032 12 12 8 B Il 2 2 1 1
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey | |
Voting Machines 2004 General El¢
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Electronic Voting Equipment Lever Machine Voting Equipmen Paper Ballots Voting Equipmeni
Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units
ation| of Juris.| of] Per] Per] of Juris.| of] Per] Per] of Juris.| of Per] Per]
Code Name Jur i Usinﬂ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling Pl.| Cases| Usinﬂ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling Pl.| Cases| Usinﬂ Units Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI. Cases|
01 Alab 67| 3 3 3
02 Alaska 1
04 Arizona 15
05  |Ark 75| 5 196 5 1.4 5 2.0 5 5 309 5 1.0 5 2.5 5 9 9 9
06 |california 58| 8| 23,708 8 4.5 8 6.7 B
08 Colorado 64 1 1 1 7] 7 7
09 |C icut 169 169
10 |Delaware 3 3 898 3 2.1 3 3.3 3
11 District of C 1
12 |Florida 67| 15| 30,946 15 7.9 15 10.7 15]
13 |Georgia 159 159 159 158]
15 Hawaii 5
16  [Idaho 44| 16 16 16}
17 [Illinois 110|
18 [Indi 92| 43 43 41 1 1 1
19 |Iowa 99| 14 672 14 3.0 13 2.7, 13| 1 52, 1 2.5 1 2.5 1
20 |Kansas 105 3| 1,860 3 1.9 3 3.4 3} 20 0 20| 20
21 Kentucky 120] 114 15206] 114 52| 114 6.1 114 1 116 1 5.8 1 5.8 1
22 |Louisi 64| 14| 4,515 14 2.5 14 4.2 14] 50| 4,213 50, 1.8 50, 3.2 50)
23 [Maine 517 385 385
24  [Maryland 24 24| 17,017, 24, 9.6 24, 11.0 24
25 husett: 351 71 85| 71 1.0 71 1.0 71
26 |Michigan 83 1 76, 1 3.5 1 3.6 1 2 68| 2 2.5 2 2.7, 2)
27 i a 87| 7 7
28 issippi 82 3 823 3 4.3 3 44 3 8 207 4 2.9 4 2.9 4
29  [Missouri 116 9 9 9
30  |Montana 56 20, 622 20 4.9 20 5.6 20
31 Nebraska 93 45 45 45|
32 |Nevada 17 17| 4,929 17 3.1 17 9.4 17]
33 New Hampshire 242 145
34 |New Jersey 21 15| 7,708 15 1.7 15 3.1 15] 5| 2,433 5 1.6 5 2.5 5
35 New Mexico 33|
36 |New York 58| 58| 19,357, 56, 1.3 56, 2.9 56|
37 |North Carolina 100 38| 9,009 38 7.6 38| 7.6 38 3 67, 3 3.2 3 3.2 3 3 0 3 3
38 North Dakota 53 5 5 5
39 |Ohio 88 1 139 1 3.6 1 7.7, 1
40  [Oklah 77|
41 Oregon 36
42 |Pennsylvania 67| 8| 1,810 5 20| 2,676 7 2 30 1
44 Rhode Island 39|
45 South Carolina 46 36, 36
46 [South Dakota 66| 16, 16 16}
47 [T 95| 48 48 4¢} 8 8 E
48 |Texas 254 4 2 2 0.0 4 0.0 4 2 120 1 1.5 2 1.5 2) 88| 0 88| 88|
49 [utah 29| 4 4 4
50 |Vermont 246| 177 177] 177}
|51 |virginia 134 26 723| 25 33| 26 32| 26| 38| 1,248] 38 29| 38 29| 39
[53__|washi 39| 2 2 1
|54 |west Virginia 55| 2 525 2 3.7, 2 3 93| 1 0.8 3 10 10
|5 |wisconsin 1,910 17 17 17] 695 681 681
56 |Wyoming 23| 1 37, 1 2.8 1 2.8 1 3 69 3 2.7, 3 6.3
60 American 1
66 Guam 1
72 Puerto Rico 110
78 Virgin Islands 1
Total 6,568 608| 120,819 310 3.4 599 5.0 557 394| 31,028 177 1.5 199 29| 196] 1734 737, 92 0.1 1573 0.2 1171
i 1,910 159| 30,946( 114 9.6 159 11.00 158  169| 19,357| 56, 5.8 56, 6.3 56} 695 622 71 49 681 5.6 681
Average 119 22| 6,040 15 3.8 23| 5.1 23] 21| 2,216 12 2.3 12 3.2 13| 86, 122 30, 2.9 87 3.3 78
ini 1 1 2 1 0.0 1 0.0 1] 1 52, 1 0.8] 1 1.5 1] 2 0 1 1.0 3 1.0 3
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey | |
Voting Machines 2004 General El¢
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31] Electronic Voting Equipment Lever Machine Voting Equipmen Paper Ballots Voting Equipmeni
Election| Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units
inistration| of Juris. | of] Per| of Juris.| of] Per| of Juris.| of Per| Per]
Code  Name Jur i Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| Units|  Cases| Precinct| Cases|Polling Pl.|  Cases|
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908
Punch card 260||
Lever 394] 304 31,028 177 15| 199 2.9 19
Paper 1,734 1734 737] 92 0.1] 1573 0.2 171
Optical scan 2,541||
Electronic 608|  608] 120,819] 310 3.4] 599 50 557
Multiple Systems 123
Cl d Voting i Since|
2000 General Election
[Yes 1,753]  311] 77,741 90 4.2] 309 5.8] 204 42] 120] 1] 1.4] 6] 0.7] 6] 455 3] 3] 0.0[  348] 0.0[ 234
[No 4,815 297] 43,078] 220] 2.6 290 40 263]  352] 30908] 176| 1.5 193] 29 190l 1279 734 89/ 0.1] 1225 0.2 937]
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
[Yes 1,335]  329] 21,240 134] 241] 329 3] 200]  225] 4,490] 54 18] 56] 21 53 104] 85| 71] 0.1]  104] 0.4] 87|
[No 5,233 279 99,579] 176] 4.0 270] 57] 2671 169 26,538] 123 1.5 143 3.1 143 1630] 652| 21] 0.1] 1469] 0.2] 1084}
Election Day Registration|
[Yes 2,823| 1] 37] 1] 2.8 1] 2.8 1] 20] 69] 3] 0.6] 20| 1.0 20]  1248] [ [ [ 1089] [ 697
[No 3,745  607] 120,782] 309 3.4] 598 5.0 556]  374] 30,950 174] 15 179 29 176l 486] 737] 92/ 0.2 484] 0.3 474]
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162 262] 57,153 97 4.0] 254 53] 257 78] 7,265] 65 28] 58 49] s8] 202 30 1 0.1] 200 0.1 200}
In Precinct Only 4,350 346 63,666 213 3.0 345 48| 305]  316] 23,763 112 13 141 25 138 o4 707| 91 0.2] 960 0.3 950}
None 1,056 558] 413 21
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
[Yes 3,781 113] 75676 10| 49] 112 74 11| 74] 4401] 57| 18] 74 34 74 1393 622] 20] 0.3 1379] 0.3 994
[No 2,787| 495 45,143 200 23] 487| 32| 446]  320] 26,627] 120] 1.5 125 28] 122]  341] 115] 72| 0.0 194 0.1 177]
Early Voting Allowed|
[Yes 1,701]  315] 71,884 105 3.9] 314 53] 311] 25 710 14] 14] 28] 24 22 3s5] 622] 20] 03] 355] 0.4] 345
[No 4,867 293 48935 205 29 285 46| 246] 369 30318] 163] 15 174 29 174 1379 115] 72 0.0 1218 0.1] 826
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468| 31] 53256] 27| 45] 30| 73] 30| 15] 5,501 7] 1.4] 8| 2.3 B 97] 0] [ [ o7] [ 97|
[No 6,100 577] 67,563 283 29 569 40| s527]  379] 25527] 170| 16 191] 3.0 188 1637] 737] 92/ 0.2] 1476] 0.3 1074
Covered By Section 5 of Votingj
Rights Act|
[Yes 880 262] 13234] 61| 1.6] 262 24] 225]  100] 5837] 95] 20] 98] 3.0 of] 94] o] [ [ 89 [ 88|
[No 5,688]  346] 107,585 249 4.0 337] 58 332] 204 25191 82 1.4] 103] 2.8 100] 1640] 737| 92| 0.1] 1484 0.3 1083}
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey | |
Voting Machines 2004 General El¢
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31] Electronic Voting Equipment Lever Machine Voting Equipmen Paper Ballots Voting Equipmeni
Election| Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units
inistration| of Juris. | of] Per| of Juris.| of] Per| of Juris.| of Per| Per]
Code  Name Jur i Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| Units|  Cases| Precinct| Cases|Polling Pl.|  Cases|
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710] 23] 9,518]  20] 2.1 15 39 15| 252 24,466 68 15 61 29 61 780 115] 72 0.2] 633 0.4 248
South 1,423 494 79,880 245 41| 494 5.5| 455 118] 6,373 103 19 114 29 111 110 0 110) 100)
Midwest 2,902 62| 2,747 19 07] 61 1.0 59| 21 120 3 07 21 09 21 797 0 783 776
West 420| 29| 28674 26 39 29 6.6] 28| 3 69 3 2.7 3 6.3 E 47 622 20 1.9 47 2.1 47,
Territories 113
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567 38] 55281] 29 44] 36 62 3q] 64| 16,498] 13 14 17 33 17] 31 10 2 0.0 29 0.0 29
Suburban 871 85 29,104 41 3.0/ 82 44 76| 100 4704] 17 2.1 17 34 16| 162 11 6 0.1] 145 0.0 140|
Small Towns 1,710 289 30,712] 137, 3.0[ 287 46| 261 144| 6,949 82 16| 87 23] 85| 262 24 24 0.1] 206 0.1 112
Rural 3,307 196| 5722 103 22 194 2.8 184 86| 2877| 65 15 78 23] 78] 1279 692 60 0.2] 1193 0.3 890)
Not Available - Territories 113
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
< 1,000 1,761 1 9 1 18 1 3.0 1 8 6 6] 1081 89) 40 0.1] 1004 0.1 754
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 13 67 5 09 13 17] 13 42 5 1 0.4 8 0.1 e| 495 301 42 03] 432 0.3 309
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 99| 1,934 49 23] 99 27| o7 82 591 27 16 32 18] 32 17 310 8 03] 102 0.4 89
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704]  316[ 15872 156 25 313 3.2] 290 181 5018 92 17] 99 2.0 9| 30 37 2 0.1 24 0.1 17
>=50,000 to <250,000 586 120] 23229 62 27| 126 39 1M 62| 6674 43 14 44 2.1 44
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 42| 42,374] 30 3.6] 40 53] 38| 16 7,823 11 2.0 7 2.9 7] 1 1 1
>=1,000,000 25| 8| 37,334 7 5.0 7 8.1 7| 3] 10,917 3 1.3 3 51 3
Not Available 144 | 10 10 1
Race and Ethnicity|
Predomi ly NH White 6,264  574] 110,238] 298 3.4] 565 49| 530]  379] 30,622] 167, 1.5 189 29 186 1710 737 92 0.1] 1549 0.2 1158}
Predomi ly NH Black 85| 33] 4673 11 28] 33 38 26| 14 406] 10 22 10 28 10
Predomi ly NH Native America 24| 11 1 9|
Predomi ly Hispani 50| 1| 5,908] 1 7.9 1 1.1 1 1 3 0 3 3|
Not Available 145 10, 10 1
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 51 3,722 32 4.1 51 46] a9 26] 1,050 20] 17] 22 26] 21 87 23 3 0.1 87 0.2 38
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884 103] 4481 42 21| 103 32| og] 43  1,986] 33 18] 40 26] 39| 286 520 17 0.4 283 0.5 190|
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372  156] 9817 75 25 151 32| 13g] 59| 2,801 45 15 49 2.1 48] 379 118) 5 0.1] 365 0.1 258
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 136] 21,787] 68 3.3 135 47] 121 50| 11,268] 38 14 41 400 41 367 2 2 0.0 341 0.0 253
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881 70| 26,054 34 35| 68 59| 63 39| 4,991 25 15 27 24 2711 266 17 16 0.1] 230 0.1 195)
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587, 35|  9,906] 20 33| 35 49 39 25] 1,070 5 1.8 7 2.4 7 158 15, 15 01 131 0.1 122
>=$50,000 1,180 57| 45052 39 40[ 56 5.8 56 152 7,862 11 17] 13 26 13 178 42 34 0.0[ 124 0.1 116}
Not Available 151 13 12 2)
High School Education|
< 60% 126 41] 2579 29 43 41 46| 40 12 490 9 19 12 3.0 12 1 0 10 8|
>=60% to <70% 661 170 12,185 61 3.4 170 4.2 154 62| 2674 49 16 55 23] 54 110 18 1 0.0 108 0.0 81
>=70% to <80% 1,646 222| 34,346] 116 29[ 219 4.8 202 83| 12,304 57, 14 61 36/ 60 437 78 5 0.1 414 0.1 297]
>=80% to <90% 3,111 164| 65994 97 39 158 5.4 150) 155 15,322 59 17| 65 26/ 64 928 603 50 02| 853 0.3 649
>=90% 873 11| 5715 7 32 11 42 11 82 238 3 1.3 6 0.8 6] 236 38 36 0.2] 176 0.2 134}
Not Availabl 151 12 12 2)
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey |

Voting Machines 2004 General El¢

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Electronic Voting Equipment Lever Machine Voting Equipmen Paper Ballots Voting Equipmeni
Election| Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number Average # of Units
inistration| of Juris. | of] Per| of Juris.| of] Per| of Juris.| of Per| Per|
Code  Name Jur i Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| Units|  Cases| Precinct| Cases|Polling Pl.|  Cases|
Political

Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|

[Yes 3,093 66] 39,293  60[ 6.1]  57] 9.7] 54 48] 3198]  16] 59 28] 142] 28] 884] 30] 1] 723] 0.0] 706

[No 3,475 542 81,526] 250 8| 542 40 503 346] 27,830 161] 4 7] 26 171 850 707| 91] 850] 0.4] 465
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election

< 2.5% 515“ 28 6,982 18, 4.9 26 6.1 23 42 2,585 9 1.5 10, 2.9 10} 163 7 7 0.0 147 0.0 97|

>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 28| 12,500 17, 4.2 26 8.2 24 35 3,007, 12, 1.9 11 3.2 10} 143 60 6 0.3 127, 0.5 81

>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 34| 13,079 21 4.8 33 7.2 29 38 2,434 13, 1.3 15 2.6 14 169! 1 1 0.0 155 0.0 110]

>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429 20 4,868 10, 4.9 19 6.8 18] 27 1,257 9 1.5 13, 2.0 12} 142, 7 7 0.0 123, 0.0 91

>=10.0 % 4,492 498| 83,390 244 3.1 495 4.4 463 251] 21,745 134/ 1.5 150! 2.9 150 1109 662 71 0.2| 1016 0.3 787
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election|

Bush > 55% 3,115 434] 50671 212 29] 433 42] 410 141 7115 100 2.0 110 28] 110|652 597] 20) 0.2] 601 0.3 464

Bush 50% to 55% 982“ 66) 12,050 38 3.9 62 6.2 5] 67 3,453 32 1.3 36 2.0 34 289 63 9 0.1 247 0.2 172

Bush < 50% 136" 7 4,057 4 6.4 7 8.7 5] 15, 458 3 1.2 3 1.7 3] 49 2 2 0.0 48 0.1 28]

Kerry < 50% 150" 3 114/ 2 0.9 2 0.7 2| 20 2,058 5 1.7 5 3.6! 5] 54 1 1 0.0 50 0.0 29

Kerry 50% to 55% 872“ 41] 21,278 24 4.6 40 74 38] 68 5,398 17, 1.6 19, 2.8 18 288 12 11 0.0 262 0.0 188

Kerry > 55% 1,161“ 57| 32,649 30 3.5 55 5.0 47' 82| 12,546 20 1.4 26 3.3 26' 389 62 49 0.1 355 0.2 285

Tied 25| 1 1 1 13 10 5

Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Voting Machines 2004 General El¢ | ] ]
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown / Not Reportec
Number| Number] Average # of Units Number| Number] Average # of Units
ation| of Juris.| of] Per] Per] of Juris.| of] Per] Per]
Code Name Jur i Usinﬂ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling Pl.| Cases| Usinﬂ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases|
01 Alab 67
02 Alaska 1
04 Arizona 15
05 [Arl 75| 2 2 2
06 |california 58| 1| 3,747 1 3.4 1 7.6 1
08 Colorado 64 6 6 6]
09 |cC icut 169
10 Delaware 3
11 District of C 1 1 1 1
12 Florida 67 2 116! 2 2.3 2 2.4 2|
13 Georgia 159
15 Hawaii 5 5 4 4|
16 [Idaho 44|
17 [Illinois 110|
18 |Indi 92|
19 [Iowa 99|
20 |Kansas 105| 1 1 1
21 |Kentucky 120 4 99 4 2.2 4 2.2 4
22 |Louisi 64
23 |Maine 517| 18 18
24 Maryland 24
25 husett: 351 6 6 6|
26 Michigan 83 30] 4,189 30 1.2 30 1.8 30
27 i a 87 19 19
28 issippi 82
29  |Missouri 116]
30 Montana 56
31 Nebraska 93
32 Nevada 17|
33 New Hampshire 242 5
34 New Jersey 21
35 New Mexico 33 33, 21 21
36 New York 58
37 North Carolina 100 7 494 7 3.1 7 3.1 7|
38 North Dakota 53
39 Ohio 88 80| 37,279 68 4.2 80 7.2 80
40  [Oklah 77|
41 Oregon 36
42 Pennsylvania 67 2, 138 1
44 Rhode Island 39|
45 South Carolina 46
46 [South Dakota 66|
47 [T 95| 8 8 E
48 Texas 254“ 3 131 2, 0.2 3 0.3 3| 6| 16,808 6 74 6 9.8 6|
49 [utah 29|
50 |Vermont 246| 1 1 1
|51 |virginia 134 30| 3,602 30 41 30 4.0 30 2 2 2]
Is3  [washi 39| 1 1 1
|54 West Virginia 55
|Is5  [wisconsin 1,910 644 7 7]
56 Wyoming 23 1 1 1
60 American 1 1
66 Guam 1 1
72 [Puerto Rico 110 110 110 110
78 Virgin Islands 1 1 1 1
Total 6,568 123| 12,516 77 1.2 120! 2.0 101 908| 54,087 74 4.0 252 5.6 234
i 1,910 30| 4,189 30 4.1 30 7.6 30 644| 37,279 68 7.4 110; 9.8 110§
Average 119 7| 1,564 9 2.4 7 3.0 6] 69| 27,043 37 5.8 25 8.5 26
ini 1 1 99 1 0.2 1 0.3 1 1] 16,808 6 4.2 1 7.2 1|
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day survey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Voting Machines 2004 General El¢ | ] ]
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31] Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown / Not Reportec
Election| Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number] Average # of Units
inistration| of Juris. | of] Per| | Per| of Juris.| of] Per] Per]
Code  Name Jur i Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| _Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases|
Election Administration
Voting Equipment Used in 2004
General Election|
None / Unknown 908 908] 54,087 74 4.0] 252 5.6] 234
Punch card 260||
Lever 394||
Paper 1,734
Optical scan 2,541||
Electronic 608“
Multiple Systems 123  123] 12516 77 1.2 120 2.0 101
Cl d Voting i Since|
2000 General Election
[Yes 1,753] 35] 1,267 18] 0.6] 35 13 24]  285] 18,380] 8| 57 20| 8.0 14
[No 4,815] 88| 11,249 59| 14] 85 24 771 623] 35707 66| 3.4 232 48] 220]
State Wide Voter Registration|
System in Place]
[Yes 1,335] 50| 4.288] 34| [ 58 HIEEE | 39] [ [ 27] [ 27
[No 5,233 64] 8228 43 [ 62 | 6] 869 54,087 74 42| 225] 6.0 207]
Election Day Registration|
[Yes 2,823| 20] [ [ 20 [ 1| e67] [ [ 28] [ 7
[No 3,745 103 12516] 77| 1.3 100] 20 100]  241] 54,087 74 4.0 227] 5.8] 227]
Provisional Ballot Acceptance|
In Overall Jurisdiction 1,162| 19| 4,379 9 1.2, 17 24 17| 34, 22 22|
In Precinct Only 4,350] 85] 8137 68 14| 84 18|  84] 738 54,087 74 49 101 7.3 101
None 1,056 19 19 136 129 111
No Excuse Absentee Balloting
[Yes 3,781] 24] 43571 10] 14] 23] 241 23] 696] [ [ 47] [ 29
[No 2,787| 99| 8,159 67| 13 97] 19 78] 212[ 54,087 74 42| 205 6.2 205
Early Voting Allowed|
[Yes 1,701] 36] 4488  12] [ 35 [ 34 40] 16,808] 6] 57] 28] 72] g
[No 4,867| 87] 8028 65 [ 85 [ 66|l  868] 37,279] e8] 3.5] 224 5.1] 206
Covered By Section 203,
Language Minority Requirements|
[Yes 468| 8] 3,878 3] 1.5] 8| 2.5 B | 39] 16,808] 6] 57 27| 72 27
[No 6,100 115] 8633] 74| 11 112] 18] 93] 869 37,279] e8] 3.5 225 51| 207]
Covered By Section 5 of Votingj
Rights Act|
[Yes 880/ 35] 3751 34| [ 35 [ 34 o] 16,808] 6] 4] 8] 8] §|
[No 5,688 88| 8,765 43| | 85 | e6]  899] 37,279] e8] 3.3 244 47| 226]
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Su rvey ‘ ‘ Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter|
Voting Machines 2004 General El¢ | ] ]
Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31| Mixed Voting Equipment Unknown / Not Reportec
Election| Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number] Average # of Units
inistration| of Juris. | of] Per| Per| of Juris.| of] Per]
Code  Name Jur i Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| _Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases|
Demographics
Region|
Northeast 1,710] 2 138] 1 30 25 7
South 1,423 57| 4442] 45 19 57 21  57] 8| 16,808] 6 7.4 8 9.8 8|
Midwest 2,902 50| 4,189 30 1.0 50 17] 31 724] 37,279 68 42| 87 6.6 87
West 420| 14| 3,747 1 10 13 20 13 33 21 21
Territories 113 113 111 111
Urban to Rural|
Urban 567 17] 5,008 13| 12] 17 17] 17 77| 26,342] 6 53] 12 90 11
Suburban 871 11 951 7 05 11 09| 10]  117] 14,164 14 53] 22 84| 21
Small Towns 1,710 53] 6,118 41 21 52 35| 48]  157] 12,979] 48 38 62 52 62
Rural 3,307 42| 439 16 03] 40 07| 26| 444] 602 6 08| 45 0.7] 29
Not Available - Territories 113 | 113 111 111
Size of Jurisdiction (VAP)|
< 1,000 1,761] 1 460 19 4]
>=1,000 to <3,500 1,165 1 1 150 7 7]
>=3,500 to <10,000 1,043 13 55 4 02 13 0.8 7 37 59 1 1.2 6 0.6 5
>=10,000 to <50,000 1,704 56| 1,624] 41 13 55 20  47] 83| 6,680 39 28 66 35 66
>=50,000 to <250,000 586| 38| 3,020 26 15 37 20 393 34| 15976] 25 41 32 70| 32
>=250,000 to <1,000,000 140 11| 2,458 4 06| 11 100 1 7| 11,446 6 4.6 6 7.0 6
>=1,000,000 25| 3] 5,359 2 1.8 3 3.3 3| 3] 19,926 3 6.6 3 11.6 3
Not Available 144 134 113 111]
Race and Ethnicity|
Predomi ly NH White 6,264  120[ 12,265] 75 12 117 20 98]  757] 50,752] 72 48] 128 71 113
Predomi ly NH Black 85| 3| 251 2 11 3 11 3}
Predomi ly NH Native America 24| 5 3 2|
Predomi ly Hispani 50| 12| 3,335 2 3.1 8 4.7 8
Not Available 145 134 113 111
Median Income|
< $25,000 298| 9 191 7 1.9 8 1.8 B 19 8 5
>=$25,000 to <$30,000 884| 71 103 3 11 7 1.0 7 771 2112 8 23] 26 28] 19
>=$30,000 to <$35,000 1,372 31] 1456 21 18] 30 27 23]  141] 3249 12 35 23 38 20
>=$35,000 to <$40,000 1,215 30] 922 15 05 29 08 21 130] 18,840 21 44| 27 83| 25
>=$40,000 to <$45,000 881/ 14| 5652 8 150 14 27  12]  1e1] 21,142] 23] 54 33 75 32
>=$45,000 to <$50,000 587| 13 975 9 100 13 14] 13 o7 4,117 5 4.1 10 63| 10
>=$50,000 1,180 19 3217 14 11 19 19 17]  146] 4627 5 6.1 12 79| 12
Not Available 151 137 113 111]
High School Education|
< 60% 126 9 157, 6 1.6 8 1.6 g 3 109) 1 34 2 32 2
>=60% to <70% 661| 11 186 6 09 11 09 11 37| 1,146] 2 3.7 8 3.9 5
>=70% to <80% 1,646 35| 7,367 27 17] 35 27| 32]  201[ 14445 21 49| 42 6.3 40
>=80% to <90% 3,111 63| 3,791 37 08| 61 14|  46]  437| 35506] 48 43| 76 70| 68
>=90% 873 5| 1,015 1 0.9 5 1.6 4 93| 2,791 2 88 11 9.8 8
Not ilabl. 151 | IEEY 113 111

Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential
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Voting Machines

EAC Election Day Survey |

Cases = Number of Jurisdictions Reporting Subject Matter]

Voting Machines 2004 General El¢

Updated: 09/19/2005 13:07:31|

Mixed Voting Equipment

Unknown / Not Reportec

Election| Number| Number Average # of Units Number| Number] Average # of Units
inistration| of Juris. | of] Per| Per| of Juris.| of] Per]
Code  Name Jur i Using| _ Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases] Using| _Units| Cases| Precinct| Cases| Polling PI.| Cases|
Political
Battleground States in 2004
Presidential Election|
[Yes 3,093| 62] 4443 33 60] 41| 762[ 37,279] e8] 3.9] 108 6.0 108
[No 3,475| 61] 8073 44] 60] 60] 146 16,808 6] 441 144] 48] 126
Margin of Victory in 2004
Presidential Election
< 2.5% 515" 17| 1,330 8 0.7 17, 1.1 11 66) 3,634 2 5.3 4 7.3 3|
>=2.5% to < 5.0% 476 10, 295 5 0.4 10, 0.6 7| 80] 1,715 5 2.3 15 3.3 10}
>=5.0% to < 7.5% 510 6] 1,387 4 3.4 6 3.6 6| 61 2,641 6 4.3 12, 5.2 10}
>=7.5% to < 10.0 % 429 10, 417 8 0.4 10, 1.0 9| 56| 2,940 2 3.6 7 5.2 4
>=10.0 % 4,492 79| 9,087 52 1.5 77 2.4 68 510| 43,157 59 4.8 103] 7.4 96
Red vs Blue Jurisdictions Won By|
in 2004 Presidential Election|
Bush > 55% 3,115] 56]  6,159] 40 19] 54 3.0 49 345 15182] 47 38 73 54] 71
Bush 50% to 55% 982" 23| 1,418 15, 0.7 23 1.2 17| 141| 14,814 14, 5.7 24 7.8 19|
Bush < 50% 136 3 32 1 0.4 3 1.7 1 21 10
Kerry < 50% 150 4] 608 2 1.0 4 1.3 3 20
Kerry 50% to 55% 872" 16| 1,482 9 0.9 16, 1.7 14} 111 7,864 6, 3.9 16, 5.5 16|
Kerry > 55% 1,161" 20| 2,817 10; 1.0 20 1.6 17| 135| 16,227 7 5.0 18, 9.1 17|
Tied 25| 9
Election Data Services, Inc. Confidential 9/22/05
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Chapter 11
Voting Equipment Malfunctions

The U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) sought information in the Election Day Survey
about voting equipment malfunctions that occurred at the November 2004 general election. The
survey asked state election directors to identify by county and precinct, if available, where any of the
following malfunctions occurred and whether the affected voting machines were returned to service:

14a. Power failure
An interruption or failure that renders a voting machine incapable of counting votes for more than
five minutes during Election Day, absentee, or early voting.

14b. Broken counter
A malfunction of a lever voting machine that renders the machine incapable of counting additional
votes on any votable position.

14c. Computer failure
A software, hardware, or firmware malfunction, disablement, or interruption that renders a voting
machine incapable of presenting the ballot, recording votes, or printing or tabulating results.

14d. Printer failure
A malfunction or interruption of the printer hardware, software, or mechanical components consti-
tuting the mechanism for creating a printed result of all contests voted (includes printers on
electronic and mechanical lever voting machines).

14e. Screenfailure
A malfunction or interruption of the screen display or indicator lights on an electronic voting ma-
chine (DRE) that renders the machine incapable of indicating which choices a voter has made or
which races for which the voter is eligible to vote.

14f. Fatal damage to machine
Damage to or destruction of a voting machine that renders the machine incapable of recording
votes or printing the results of voting.

14g. Modem failure
A malfunction or interruption of a modem or the computer hardware or software using a modem to
transmit election results to a central-counting location that renders the modem incapable of trans-
mitting election results.

14h. Scanner failure
A malfunction or interruption of a paper ballot reading device that either renders the device inca-
pable of counting votes or renders the tabulated results inaccurate.

14i. Ballot encoder/activator failure
A malfunction or interruption of that piece of a DRE that encodes a smart card or other similar de-
vice with the voter’s ballot or with critical demographic data that allows the machine to access the
proper ballot for the voter.

14j. Audio ballot failure
A malfunction or interruption of the hardware, software, or peripherals that renders a DRE incapa-
ble of playing an audio version of the ballot.

14k. Other voting machine malfunctions
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Applicability and Coverage

Question 14 on voting equipment malfunctions had by far the least coverage of any of the survey
guestions. Twenty-one states did not respond to the question or said that information on
malfunctions was not available. Two states said that no voting equipment malfunctions were
reported, and 10 states reported only one to six malfunctions statewide. Of 20 states that provided
detailed county-by-county responses, only eight specified whether the affected machines were
returned to service and only four identified the precincts in which the malfunctions occurred.

In al, we have information from only 485 of the 6,567 jurisdictionsin the EAC database, or only
seven percent of the country. Table 14a shows the type of voting equipment used by these
jurisdictions. Of these 485 jurisdictions, 210 used optical scan systems, 191 used electronic voting
systems, 36 used lever machines, 11 used punch cards, and four used hand-counted paper ballots.
Thirteen responses were from jurisdictions using more than one type of voting equipment.

Figure 11.1

Jurisdictions with Equipment Malfunctions

m Punch Card, 11,

2%
° @ Mixed, 13, 3%

O Paper ballots, 4,
1%
@ Electronic, 191,
41%

O Optical Scan,
210, 45%

m Lewer, 36, 8%

‘I:l Electronic ® Lever O Optical Scan O Paper ballots ® Punch Card @ Mixed

Survey Results

Due to the small number of responses to the question on voting equipment malfunctions, we did not
create the standard data table that forms the basis for other chaptersin this report. Instead, we
created atable that shows the number of malfunctions reported for each voting equipment type. That
information isin Table 11a, along with the number of jurisdictions for each equipment type.
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Table 11a. Reported Voting Equipment Malfunctions by Equipment Type

Total Number Optical Paper Punch
Malfunctions  Electronic Lever Scan ballots  Cards Mixed
(No. of Jurisdictions) (465) (191) (36) (210) 4 (11) (13)
14a. Power Failures 219 169 1 39 0 2 8
14b. Broken Counter 8 1 5 1 1 0 0
14c. Computer Failure 381 208 1 162 1 3 6
14d. Printer Failure 489 439 5 42 1 0 2
14e. Screen Failure 346 320 0 4 0 0 22
14f. Fatal Damage 32 18 3 7 0 0 4
14g. Modem Failure 69 5 0 64 0 0 0
14h. Scanner Failure 566 19 0 541 1 0 5
14i. Ballot Encoder/
Activator Failure 106 98 1 5 0 0 2
14j. Audio Ballot
Failure 6 6 0 0 0 0
14k. Other Failure 271 71 139 22 0 32 7

The responses from states to the Election Day Survey clearly show that certain types of equipment
failures tend to be tied to certain types of equipment. Printer problems tend to be tied to electronic
voting equipment, while scanner failures are most apt to occur with optical scan systems. Screen and
power failures were mainly problems of electronic systems. Computer failures occurred in both
electronic and optical scan systems.

Although the EAC did not ask the reason for each voting equipment malfunction, except for the
“Other Failure’ category, some states provided that information for all categories. Tables 11b and
11c list the reasons provided by states for malfunctions affecting electronic and optical scan voting
equipment.

Table 11b. Reported Reasons for Electronic Voting Equipment Malfunctions

Type of Malfunction Reason for Malfunction
14a. Power Failures Battery, Power Cord

14b. Broken Counter —

14c. Computer Failure Export problem, Memory card
14d. Printer Failure Write-in door jam, Paper jam
14e. Screen Failure Blank screen, Frozen screen,

Calibration problem
14f. Fatal Damage Motherboard
14g. Modem Failure —
14h. Scanner Failure Feed problem

14i. Ballot Encoder/Activator
Failure Jam, Incorrect ballot setup

14j. Audio Ballot Failure —
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Type of Malfunction Reason for Malfunction
14k. Other Failure Insufficient recycle time between

voters, Curtain mechanism broken
Table 11c. Reported Reasons for Optical Scan Voting Equipment Malfunctions

Type of Malfunction Reason for Malfunction
14a. Power Failures Battery, Machine unplugged
14b. Broken Counter Unknown

14c. Computer Failure Memory pack, Memory card
14d. Printer Failure Ribbon malfunction, Paper jam

14e. Screen Failure —
14f. Fatal Damage —
14g. Modem Failure Telephoneline

14h. Scanner Failure Ballot jam, Reader head, Channel
coding problem, Tabulator problem

14i. Ballot Encoder/Activator

Failure
14j. Audio Ballot Failure —
14k. Other Failure Broken Counter, Pointer stuck,

Underprinted ballots

For lever machines, reasons for equipment malfunctions included stuck levers, incorrect ballot strips,
broken curtain mechanisms, and printer failures (e.g., printer unplugged). For punch cards, reasons
for equipment malfunctions included voter units not recognized (computer failure), data pack
failures, broken counters, and ballot cards not punched through.
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Chapter 12
Poll Workers

Table 12 presents data from the Election Day Survey about poll workers. The survey asked about the
number of poll workers statewide and in each local e ection jurisdiction, the required number of poll
workers per precinct or polling place by law or regulation, the number of precincts or polling places
in jurisdictions that did not have the required number of poll workers, and the number of additional
poll workers that would have been needed to meet the staffing requirement in each precinct that had
adeficit of poll workers. Poll workers were defined as persons who (@) verified the identity of a
voter; (b) assisted the voter with signing the register, affidavits or other documents required to cast a
ballot; (c) assisted the voter by providing the voter with a ballot or setting up the voting machine for
the voter; or (d) served other functions dictated by state law on November 2, 2004. The definition
excludes observers stationed at polling places.

Applicability and Coverage

All states have polling places and thus need poll workers. However, Oregon conducts all elections
by mail, and locates one polling place in each county’ s administrative offices, and therefore does not
have the same staffing requirements as other states that must staff polling places on Election Day.

Historical Context

The type of person who was considered to be a*“poll worker” has changed over time. In the era of
machine politics in the United States, poll workers were people selected and paid for by the political
parties to attend to the passing out of party-printed ballots at the polling place (Sorauf 1954;
Woodruff 1908).

Little is mentioned about the poll workers who were responsible for collecting the ballots, though
that, too, may have been the responsibility of the partisan-organized poll workers. A sort of checks
and balances evolved, where both parties were responsible for stationing poll workers at every
polling place to make sure the other side did not steal the election (Oestreicher 1988). During the
turn of the last century, the Progressive movement initiated reforms designed to clean up the United
States electoral system. The regulation of poll workers may have been one aspect of this reform
effort; thiswas at least true in New Jersey (Lapomarda 1970). It was during this time that the
modern image of the nonpartisan poll worker evolved. However, as a holdover from the machine
era, many jurisdictions still require that the political parties nominate or provide lists of poll workers.

Poll workers must be able to work on Election Day. Most jurisdictions require poll workers to work
the entire day, while some arrange shifts. Duties range from managing the polling place, recording
who votes on the registration list, registering voters to vote in states with Election Day registration,
assisting votersin casting their vote, ensuring the voting equipment works properly, tallying the
ballots (depending on the voting equipment in use), and transmitting information to the central-count
location at the end of the day.
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Most poll workers receive training in the elections process from local election administrators.
Training for poll workersis documented as early as 1964 in Hamilton County, Ohio, where training
was deemed necessary to learn how to use new voting machines (Willis 1966). In most cases, poll
workers are compensated for their training time, but these rates vary greatly across the nation.

While poll workers are often compensated for their time, being a poll worker is not a career. Itis
largely avoluntary activity. Near the close of the 1800s, one study documented that women served
as poll workers prior to women’ s suffrage (Formisano 1999). Beginning in the late 1960s, as the
femal e population went back into the workforce in greater numbers, the reservoir of available poll
workers begin to dry up. Compensation pay was increased to reflect the scarcer commodity.
Allowable precinct sizes were increased so that the total number of precincts could decrease to
correspond with the smaller labor pool. Changing the type of voting equipment used in precincts was
also an alternative used by election administrators to deal with the difficulty in finding poll workers.
In modern times, the pool of potential volunteers consists of retired persons and college students. In
addition, the U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC) has a special mandate under the Help
America Vote Act of 2002 to encourage to college students to volunteer.

Survey Results

Table 12 presents data on poll workers from questions 15-17 on the Election Day Survey. In the
table, the average number of poll workersis calculated for precincts and polling places. The number
of precincts with fewer than the required number of poll workersis calculated as a percentage of the
total number of precincts. The column headingsin Table 12 are as follows:

Column Headings for Table 12. Poll Workers

Col. Heading  Description
1 Code State census code
2 Name Respondent to Election Day Survey
3 Jurisdiction Number of local election jurisdictions from survey question 22
4 Total Number Number of precincts from survey question 19

of Precincts

5 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 19
Total Number Number of polling places from survey question 20

of Polling Places
7 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 20
8 Total Number Number of poll workers from survey question 15

of Poll Workers
9 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 15
10 Average # of Poll Number of poll workers (col. 8) divided by the number
Workers per Precinct of precincts (col. 4)

11 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 15b on poll

workers and question 19 on precincts
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Column Headings for Table 12 (cont.)

Col. Heading  Description
12 Average # of Poll Number of poll workers (col. 8) divided by the number
Workers Polling Place of polling places (col. 6)
13 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 15 and 20
14 Number of Precincts Number of precincts or polling places with fewer than the re-

or Polling Places  quired number of poll workers from question 17a
< Req. Poll Workers

15 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to question 17a
16 Percent Precincts Number of precincts with fewer than the required number of poll
< Req. Poll Workers workers (col. 14) divided by total number of precincts (col. 4)
17 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 4 and 17a
Number of cases where the reported number of precincts and
18 Cases > 100% polling places with fewer than the required number of poll work-
ers(col. 16) is greater than the reported number of precincts (col.
4)
19 Percent Polling Places Number of polling places with fewer than the required number of
< Req. Poll Workers poll workers (col. 14) divided by total number of polling places
(col. 6)
20 Cases Number of jurisdictions that responded to questions 17a and 20
21 Cases > 100% Number of cases where the reported number of polling places

with fewer than the required number of poll workers (col. 14) is
greater than the number of polling places (col. 6)
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Analysis of Survey Results

The following is our analysis of the datain Table 12 for each of the 18 cross-tabulation factors
described earlier in thisreport. A description of each factor follows a general summary and a state-
level summary of the survey data.

1) Regions 10) Changed Voting Equipment since 2000
2) Urban to Rural 11) Statewide Voter Registration Database
3) Size of Jurisdiction 12) Election Day Registration

4) Race and Ethnicity 13) Provisional Ballot Acceptance

5) Median Income 14) No Excuse Absentee Balloting

6) High School Education 15) Early Voting

7) Section 203 Language Minority Requirements  16) Battleground States
8) Section 5 Preclearance of Voting Procedures 17) Presidential Margin of